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State of New Jersey 
Department of Higher Education 
CN ? 542 
Trenton. New Jersey oae2S 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members. Board of Higher Education 

FROM: T. Edward Hollander. Chancellor Jlr 

SUBJECT: Basic Skills Council's Report on the Effectiveness of Remedial Programs 

DATE: March 8. 1989 



I am pleased to present to you the Basic Skills Council: s report on the 
Effectiveness of Remedial Programs in Public Colleges and Universities Fall 
1984-Spnng 1986." As you will recall, the college Basic Skills Council was created in 
1977 for two main purposes: first, to assess the skills preparedness (i.e.. in reading 
writing and mathematics) of students entering New Jersey public colleges and to assist 
the colleges in identifying those students whose skills need improvement: and second, to 
assess the effectiveness of our public colleges" remedial programs. The present report 
from the Council and its Assessment Advisory Committee addresses the latter purn 0Se 
The report delineates strengths and areas of concern for each of 115 remedial programs 
based on data provided from 32 campuses. The institutional profiles which make up the' 
bulk of this report raise each program to a new level of public accountability. 

While the report focuses primarily on institutional programs, it also makes three 
major contributions to our understanding and monitoring of the collegiate remedial effort: 

• First, reports in this series have been concerned with the general question of 
whether collegiate remedial education is worthwhile. Clearly, the answer is 

yes." As you saw in last month's report on placement test results, between 33 
percent (in verbal .skills) and 60 percent (in elementary algebra) of the freshmen 
entering our public colleges and universities statewide lack the skills needed to 
begin college-level work in one or more areas. The Council's systemwide 
overview demonstrates that underprepared students who complete their college's 
remedial course sequence(s) have two to three times greater chance of being 
retained within and hence profiting from higher education than students who need 
but do not complete remediation. At many colleges, the retention of remediated 
students even exceeds that of the non-remedial students. These patterns 
reported here confirm the positive findings in the two previous effectiveness 
studies. 

• Second, the report introduces "provisional standards" on numerical outcome 
indicators that will be further refined and used for subsequent program reviews. 
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• Third, the report points out some administrative shortcomings in student testing, 
remedial enrollment and reporting which the institutions in question must address 
immediately. 

Background 

This is the third in a series of reports that analyzes data from the outcomes of 
remedial programs over a two-year period (Fall 1984-Spring 1986). No other state 
provides such an extensive public analysis of the outcomes of all remedial programs tn 
every public college and university. The purpose of the Council's effort this year was 
twofold: 1) to help the colleges to improve their remedial programs and 2) to develop a 
set of reasonable outcome standards that future remedial effectiveness reviews would use 
for institutional accountability. 

We recognize that achieving the twin goals of access and excellence irr our colleges 
is highly dependent on maintaining successful remedial reading, writing, computation and 
elementary algebra programs. Students admitted with low levels of skill in these crucial 
disciplines cannot be retained and be successful in college without the skills improvement 
provided by these programs. Typically one third of our entering freshmen statewide have 
skills levels that would result in assignment to remedial reading and writing classes: and 
in the county colleges, approximately one-half of the entering class have skills levels that 
suggest the need for remediation in computation,- Successful upgrading of these students' 
skills is the only way in which the foundation for academic excellence can be laid. The 
colleges' efforts over this period (1984-86) have been substantial (11,699 students 
enrolled in remedial reading, 10,331 in remedial writing, 11,473 in computation and 8,527 
in elementary algebra), and I have asked the Basic Skills Council to be rigorous in its 
reviews, The Council and its Assessment Advisory Committee have responded with the 
detailed analyses in the present report. 

Program Evaluation Design 

The report breaks new ground for us in program evaluation. Previous reports gave 
you information primarily at the systemwide level whereas this report presents an 
in-depth analysis—program by program. 

This approach has resulted in two important improvements over previous reports, 
First, the Council's Assessment Advisory Committee has set "provisional standards " on 
each of the main numerical outcome indicators used to judge the effectiveness of 
programs, These standards extend the Board's current requirements for program 
administration (i,e., testing and enrollment percentages) and set expectations for a 
pattern of student outcomes marking a successful program, For example, standards wei*e 
set for passing rates in final-level remedial courses and for first college-level courses, 
for the percentage of the cohort of students expected to be at or above a ,# C" average, 
for retention and so forth, In all, 11 numerical standards were used in the program 
evaluation process. (Attachment A provides you with an excerpt from the Council's 
report which discusses the indicators and the standards set on each.) In addition, patterns 
among indicators were discussed and a standardized format and language wore agreed 
upon for all reviews. 
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The second improvement is the critic \i analysis of each of 115 programs that was 
developed through a standardized jury revn w process. Using data and a narrative report 
provided by the colleges in conformity with the Council's guidelines, an Assessment 
Committee member urafted a detailed analj ;is and critique of the programs within a 
given college. This analysis was then subjected to a jury review in committee, much like 
a dissertation defense, with the author of the analysis charged with both advocating on 
behalf of the institution and with revising the document when the committee found flaws 
or omissions. This process was repeated as many times as necessary until the -ommittee 
reached consensus. Finally, the resultant draft was shared with the college prior to its 
publication here. 

The program review design uses multiple indicators to assess the scholastic 
outcomes of three groups of students relative to each other. The three groups reported 
on in each institution were: 1) students" who did not need remediation: 2) students who 
needed and successfully completed remediation (as defined by the respective college); and 
3) students who needed remediation but either did not start or did not successfully 
complete it. The performance of non-remedial students in the system serves as the 
standard against which the performance of remediation-completed students is measured. 
Moreover, the addition of the provisional standards now provides an objective means for 
making these relative comparisons. The "multiple indicators' 1 concept of assessment 
employed by the Basic Skills Council provides the Board with a sophisticated model with 
which to judge the effectiveness of our remedial programs. 

The indicators used in analyzing program performance can be divided into 
administrative indicators and student outcome indicators. Selected results from each 
group are summarized below. 

Administrative Indicators 

Standards Set By Previous Board Action. In your 1983 "Resolution Concerning Basic 
Skills Testing and Enrollment In Remedial Courses, 1 you effectively set standards 
requiring placement testing of at least 90% of entering, full- and part-time students, as 
well as the enrollment in remedial courses within two semesters of at least 90% of the 
full-time students identified as needing remediation. 

Placement Testing. In the early years of the program many colleges struggled to 
meet the 90% target for the testing of full-time students. In 1984, all colleges met this 
standard. The testing of part-time students, however, was incomplete in several 
institutions: the Basic Skills Council eports that 13 of 32 colleges did not test at least 
90% of their part-timers in the fall of 1984. 

I asked my staff to check recent available data on the placement testing of entering 
freshmen; according to the most recent reports from the colleges (1987 unless otherwise 
specified below), the following 13 colleges had not tested at least 90% of their part-time 
students: 



Atlantic (73%, 1986) 
Brookdale (88%) 
Camden (66%) 
Cumberland (89%) 
Ocean (74%) 
Passaic (32%) 
Union (74%) 



Glassboro (80%) 
Kean (84%, 1986) 
Ramapo (74%) 
Rutgers-Newark (76%) 
Rutgers-New Brunswick (84%) 
Thomas Edison (50%) 
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Furthermore, two of the above institutions also missed the testing standard for 
full-time students in 1987: Passaic (82%) and Rutgers-Newark (88%). 

mo„ ? e eme o di . ai Enr ° ,iment Within Two Semesters. The Council's report indicates that tn 
•j tS. j * l " stl . tutlons f el1 short of the requirement to enroll at least 90% of their 
identified, tuil-time students in needed remedial courses in at least one skill area 
(reading, writing and/or math computation). Again. I asked mv staff to review the mcst 
recently available remedial enrollment data from each of the colleges H987 unless 
otherwise indicated below). Based on this, the following 14 colleges had remedial 
enrollment rates below the Board s 90% expectation for one or more programs: 

Bergen writing (89%). computation (84%) 

Brookdale computation (63%) 

Burlington ''reading (89%). computation (69%) 

Camden reading (85%. computation (88%) ' 

Cumberland reading (88%) 

Essex reading (81%). writing (87%) 

Hudson reading (86%), computation (84%) 

Ocean writing (89%), computation (75%) 

Warren reading (25%), computation (54%) 

Montclair (1986) reading (83%), computation (74%) 

Ramapo reading (88%), computation (68%) 

Rutgers-Camden reading (89%) 

Rutgers-Newark computation (32%) 

Rutgers-New Brunswick computation (54%) 

Reporting Deficiencies. Three institutions—Atlantic, Kean and Montclair— have 
not yet submitted their 1987 report ("Annual Basic Skills Questionnaire") from which the 
above administrative data were drawn: these were due June 17. i988. Moreover, the 
quality and completeness of 1984-86 institutional reports on remedial program 
effectiveness varied widely from institution to institution: although most reports were 
prepared in accordance with Council guidelines, some were incomplete and others 
contained contradictions and anomalies. All such instances are pointed out in the 
individual program reviews contained in the Council's report (see 'Areas of Concern"). 

I will write to the presidents of the institutions that are under-testing students, 
that are under-enrolling students who need remediation, and whose reports are not 
prepared in accordance with Board and Basic Skills Council requirements. 1 will ask that 
they develop corrective actions for these adniinistrative and reporting deficiencies. 

Student Outcomes 

The Basic Skills Council has set provisional standards on a variety of student 
outcome indicators. These standards have been applied retrospectively in the Council s 
report to the data for the 1984-86 cohort. These are summarized below: 
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Student Outcomes Indicators (Bv Skill Area) 



Provisional Standara 



I) 



Percentages of full- and part-time students 
passing final-level remedial course 



80% State/Rutgers/NJIT 
70% County Colleges 



Percentage passing first (subsequent) 
college-level course in skill area, expressed 
as percentage-point difference between 
remedial completers/non-remedial students 



5 points 



3) 



Percentage attaining a GPA at or above 
'C M (of the students retained in the fourth 
semester), expressed as percentage point 
difference between remedial completers/ 
non-remedial students 



15 points S'tate/Ru'tg/NJIT 
20 points County Colleges 



4) Retention rate, expressed as percentage 
point difference between remedial completers/ 
non-remedial students 0 points 

5) Successful survival rate (SSR), a composite • 
GPA and fourth-semester retention measure 
(i.e., percentage attaining a GPA at or above 
"C* 1 out of the original group of students, 
whether or not they were retained), expressed as 

percentage point difference between remedial . 7 points State/Rutg/^JIT 
completers/non-remedial students " 10 points County Colleges 

Tables 1 through 4 (in Attachment B) display the distribution of college programs m 
each of the four remedial skill areas with respect to the number of student outcome 
standards met (retrospectively) in 1984-86. This is necessarily a crude analysis, for it 
leaves out much information on the skills levels of the entering students: on the criteria 
used to place students into remediation; on the relationships among indicators; on the 
extent by which programs "missed" reaching a given provisional standard; and on the 
numbers of students -affected at a given institution. Further, data on retesting, without 
which it is difficult to complete the interpretation of these outcomes, w^ incomplete in 
1984-86 and thus could not be used (see below). These arrays do make clear that many 
programs met the majority of these standards. Nonetheless, at this stage there is 
considerable room for improvement. I believe that the Council's provisional standards 
represent attainable goals for all remedial programs— targets that can be reached for the 
benefit of future cohorts of students. 

^ I recommend that you pass the attached resolution which accepts the Council's 
provisional standards as the Board's interim goals for remedial programs, and sets in 
motion a one-year period of dialogue on the standards before they are adopted 
permanently in 1990. The permanent standards would then be used to assess remedial 
program performance beginning with the 1988-90 cohort of students. 
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n«ilJ?i f 8 (Pos '- testm 8)' The percentage of remedial completers who reach a 
college s placement minimums on a standardized retest (post-test) is one of the 

n v Sd6d m 7 3king r° ndusive jud « ments about the%ffecti veness of remedial 
PnT/T m 3 res ° lutlon ° n Fe bruary 20. 1987 that required colleges bSl 

LtUf^ 1987 V 1° em P °V tudents ' P erf °™™e on an appropriate sfandaS 8 
post-test as one of the multiple criteria required for all students to exit a remedial 
course sequence. " Although the Counts reporting guidelines asked colleges t^report 

ihni i d i recllve ' ™ e hvs \ g rou P of entering students under the mandate is the Fall 87 
cohort.) Because of this and due to the incompleteness of available data, the Council has 
not as yet set a provisional standard on this indicator. council nas 

Four Semester Cohort Summary 

The primary value of this report to the colleges is the outside critique" orovided to 
each individual program. For every college the Council's review delineates strengths 
areas of concern, and suggestions for further research or inquiry where appropriate 

The multiple patterns delineated within these critiques do not lend themselves 
easily to summary analyses. The Council- s report, nevertheless, paints the broader 
picture of the large number of students who are tested, placed and enrolled in needed 
remedial courses. Follow up of such students after four semesters has indicated retention 
rates equal to or greater than non-remedial students. The Council's report summarizes 
this overview information for each of the skill areas. A summary of results for the 
remedial writing programs statewide (1984-86) is included here to help illustrate the 
general picture: r 

' ? f ,o? e 10 u 3 } l tud c ? nt f , stat , 8 wide who were enrolled in remedial writing courses. 
9.424 reached the final level at their respective colleges and 7.251 passed. 

• Students who passed their remedial writing courses were retained at their 
colleges in the fourth semester at a slightly higher rate (64% vs. 63%) than 
non-remedial students. Students who did not complete needed writing 
remediation, on the other hand, had only a 19% retention rate in the fourth 
semester. 

• In the subsequent college-level English composition courses, the passing rate of 
students who had completed remediation was within seven percentage points of 
that of the non-remedial students (80% vs. 87%). 

• After four semesters, remedial completers averaged 10 fewer credits earned than 
non-remedial students (40 vs. 50). 

• The mean CPA for remedial writing completers was above a "C" (2.20) only 
four-tenths of a point below that of the non-remedial comparison group "(2 6?) 
The percentage of remedial writing completers whose GPA"s were at or above a 

C as 19 percentage points below that of the non-remedial students. 
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• Similarly, the successful survival rates (i.e.. a composite indicator that represents 
the proportions of students in the original cohort who both were retained and had 
at least a C" GPA) oJ .he two groups differed by 11 percentage points. 

• In every college sector, differences between the two comparison groups of 
students had improved slightly over the 1983-85 cohort rates. 

■ ,«2W5-! np 2?^? ne ? ta were also noted m the readin g programs' outcomes compared 
u) 1983-1985. Slight decrements were noted, however, in the outcome data for 
computation programs.- 

In general, the students who complete algebra remediation have higher retention 
rates and GPA s than students who complete reading, writing or computation remediation 
alone. These encouraging results may be attributable to factors unique to the algebra 
cohort alone (i.e.. many programs enroll only the more motivated" students*— those who 
need the algebra for their major— and a relatively small proportion of remedial algebra 
enrollees require remediation in other skill areas as well). 

Concluding Comments 

Remediation is not an easy enterprise, for either the colleges or the students 
Remedial educators are rarely organized into their own remedial departments; they are 
often untenured and have limited visibility on theu campuses; many are Dart-time.' The 
Basic Skills Council's report documents great effort and success in some college 
programs and administrative in-attention and academic shortfalls in others. The report 
reveals that our colleges are enrolling some 10.000 students in each remedial skill area 
and are successfully moving large proportions of these underprepared students to the 
poirt where they can attain at least a ~C" average in their college-level work Without 
these remedial programs. I believe that the majority of these students would either leave 
college or be academically dismissed. Effective remedial education must remain a 
keystone in our policy of access and excellence. 

Evaluating educational programs is also a difficult and complex process. Statewide 
reporting on the outcomes of college remedial programs with as much precision as is 
required by the Basic Skills Council is an effort currently unique to New Jersey The 
refined and collaborative model of public reporting on our remedial programs stands as an 
example both for other states and for other programs at our colleges to emulate. I thank 
members of the Basic Skills Council and its Assessment Advisory Committee for the 
extensive volunteer commitment of professional time and attention to detail that is 
evident in their work. 
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State of New Jersey 

State Board of Higher Education- 



A RESOLUTION ADOPTING AS "PROVISIONAL* THE STANDARDS ON REMEDIAL 
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS SET BY THE BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL AND 
REQUIRING COLLEGES TO RESPOND TO CONCERNS RAISED 
IN THEIR RESPECTIVE PROGRAM REVIEWS 



WHEREAS: The New Jersey Basic Skills Council is charged by the Board both to 
assess the Basic Skills preparation of incoming students in New Jersey 
public institutions of higher education and to evaluate the effectiveness 
of college remedial programs that address the needs of underprepared 
students: and "» 

WHEREAS: The Basic Skills Council has reported regularly on the effectiveness of 
remedial programs in New Jersey public colleges and universities and 
has found in general that the programs raise the skills levels of students 
who complete remediation to the point where they are retained within 
and can profit from higher education; and 

WHEREAS: The Board's resolution of February 1987 directs the Council to " further 
specify how the multiple outcome indicators can be used to evaluate the 
effectiveness of remedial programs... '; and 

WHEREAS: The Basic Skills Council, in its "Report on the Effectiveness of 

Remedial Programs in Public Colleges and Universities, Fall 1984-Spring 

has responded by developing a thorough and fair "jury" 
methodology for assessing remedial program outcomes which includes a 
set of * provisional standards" on the numerical outcome indicators 
collected for evaluation; now therefore be it 

RESOLVED: That the Board adopts the Basic Skills Council's remedial program 
effectiveness standards as provisional for the 1989-90 academic year: 
and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Basic Skills Council and the Department of Higher Education 
will disseminate these provisional standards and seek comment on them 
from the institutions; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That in the 1989-90 academic year a set of refined standards will be 
presented to the Board for permanent adoption as both review criteria 
and as stated goals for remedial programs to meet: and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Board directs the Chancellor to call on each of the colleges to 
respond to the concerns raised in the Basic Skills Council's individual 
remedial program reviews and to bring into compliance any 
administrative or programmatic deficiencies that might exist with 
respect to Board policy. 
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Attachment A 



PROVISIONAL STANDARDS FOR EVALUATING 
REMEDIAL PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

Assessment Advisory Committee. New Jersey Basic SS.ills Council 
Review Cycle: Fall 1984 Cohort (Followed Through Spring 86) 



Policy Administration 

Students tested (percent of those required to be tested, all sectors) Full Hm« fr-n » 
Part-time (PT): 90%. in accordance with Board of Higher BtofiS'ioSS" ( 1 

" !S3l2 a enro j! ed . in ^mediation within two semesters (percent of those identified as 

SSSS rem ?. diatI0 n n « a11 aec to«)- FT: 90%, in accordance with Board of Higher 
Education policy. PT: no standard set. nigner 

Note: The Assessment Committee has "chosen not to apply this two-semester enrollment 
standard in the case of elementary algebra. Algebra students at most Ses mus XfiS 

? way fh C a t mP nc atl ° n re ^ uii ;? ment: thus - 'he two" mathematics ski7areas can be HnLd n 
a way that postpones enrollment in algebra remediation. Holding colleges to the 

M, 0 H; S n e t T eSter f r ^ u t ire T ent in al * ebra would ses ™ unreasonable if llrge numbers of the 
students must first take one or more computation courses. The committee S ^currently 
studying the extent to which such -linkages" exist. . Lummuiee 1S curr ently 

Students present fourth semester who had not yet begun remediation (of those identified 
as needing remedsation.au sectors). FT: head count of- 10 students. TO mata^Jd aet. 

Placement Criteria 

NJCBSPT scaled scores below which students were placed into remediation famons th P 
multiple criteria used to ascertain skills preparedness). All sectoS Readme 
Comprehension (NJCBSPT-RQ. 161: Sentence Sense (-SS), 16 r Essay 8 Vath 
Computation (-MC). 165: Elementary Algebra (-EA). 167. 

The above provisional standards for -RC. -SS. -MC and -EA are idpntiral tn *ho m.n; m 
uniformly adopted (in 1982) by the county college presidents: thS !^r8Dre^?»me 

"J^S^o^^^ the lar * eSt F -ther. eacVolThese fcTed 

scores corresponds to the lack proficiency " cutoff established bv the Basic qicilk 

Cut-scores on the NJCBSPT and the mix of criteria that can be used for placement 

hSSSlSi" 1 f^f by , B ° ard mandate: rather ' these choiSfare lefUoX 
individual colleges to make, in keeping with the local missions and goals of the respective 
institutions and the nature of the populations of students to be served. The committee s 
purpose here was to establish a common frame of reference for commenting T tie 
appropriateness of whatever standards were used. In its view, no institut on should set 
placement criteria below the "floor" levels set by the Council. Kwwmn snoulQ set 

Gther review considerations: Were the same standards used for all students' Were the 
exit criteria at least as rigorous as the college's original placement criteria? ' 
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Remedial Course Outcomes 



fT^f^t^Sc^^^st^o^^. tLfiHSwin js^ 1 " 16 " 61 course - 

Relesting (post-testing) of students who successfully completed their final « a- i 
prs JSMM US' indie," " SSL The c ( SlSt ,te l e haS " 0 h' 33 set a 

^alTs^^^^^ 

j-jtert . second sitting of a placement test. the Basic smZEfiSSi ffX? 

Subsequent Academic Performance 
Passing rate /or /irsi (su&sequer.i) college-level course in skill area, students whn mppHpH 

sTud^oup'tTo^ St , Ud6ntS (perCent «^£^tett& 

Sp™?™" P ' T 0I ^ y) - T 5 e s^ 3 ^ takes the form of the expected difference in 

^ a£to*°^^ trf gr ° UPS S performance bel ™ tha't of the Remedial 

SSSKSl 8 GPA .P l S ,rt * semester) greater than or equal to 2.0, students who needed and 
completed remediation vs. non-remedial students (percent of each study group FT oX) 
SSprfSl! tak6S the f , 0rm ° f the expected dif^ence in percentage poZs of the 

—edialU. Cottf 

sectors: value for remediated group equal to that for non-remedial group. ^ 

The Basic Skills Council recognizes that this is a high standard. Moreover absolute vah.P 
comparisons among institutions are especially misleading and should be avoided 

Successful survival rate (based on cumulative CPA. fourth semester) student «,hn 
needed and completed remediation vs. non-remedial s^STS^t iStSh 
group. FT only) The standard is in the form of the expected We^e in Mrcen?Se 
&££ Tf^^'S^^ ° f «» non-remedt/group-cX 
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Attachment A. cont. 



Additional Considerations 

Relationship among the indicators. Was the Dicture nam ted hv a *nU ;„,i- > 

with the story told by the other indicators? V 3Ch mdlcator consistent 

Discrepancies among sldll areas within an institution Were there «* a w a A;et 
among the skill areas in the outcomes depicted by each of the indicators? differences 

SSftff^dTS^ In , C ° mparin « th f s f, data * those submitted for the previous review 
Z^^SlSEP COh ° rt f0U ° Wed thr ° Ugh *** 1985 ^' W6re there S r r eadU; 

Overall complete, thorough and accurate data collection and reporting in accordant 
with the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. reporting, m accordance 



ERIC 18 



TABLE 1 
READING 

OISTRlBimON OF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS BY NUMBER OF PROVISIONAL STANDARDS MET* 
Student Outcome Indicators, Full-Time Students 

1984-86 



Salem 



Brookdale** 

Cumberland 

Hudson 

Passaic 

RU-Newark 

RU-New Brunswick 

Trenton** 

Wnu Paterson 



At lant ic 
Burlington 
Camden 
Essex 

Gloucester 
Jersey City 
Mercer 
Montclair 
Morris 

Rari tan Val ley 
Union 



Bergen 

Glassboro 

Kean 

Middlesex 

Ocean 

Ramapo 

Stockton 

RU-Camden 



0 



3 4 
Number of Provisional Standards Met 



' ? s!ar!i^i^r.^li n f! U ?h^ !" addit !°5' thiS ana,ySis doeS noi take consideration the 
re lit onfhh>s Imonl Zrini S "heria used to place students into remediation, 

leiaiionsn ps dmong various indicators, extent by which programs "met" or "missed" machine a «iven 
provisional standard, and numbers of students affected at a given instituii 8 * 



"Data available for only three of the five indicators 
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TABLE 2 
WRITING 

DISTRIBUTION OF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS BY NUMBER OF PROVISIONAL STANDARDS MET* 
Student Outcome Indicators, Full-Time Students 

1984-86 



Passaic 



Jersey Ci ty 

Mercer 

Monte la i r 

Morris 

Salem 

Union 

Wm, Paterson 



Brookdale** 

Cumberland 

Essex 

Hudson 

Kean 

Nj IT 

Ramapo 

Raritan Valley 
RU-New Brunswick 
Trenton** 



Atlantic 
Burl ington 
Camden 
Classboro 
Ocean 



Bergen 

Gloucester 

Middlesex 

Stockton 

RU-Camden 



0 



2 3 4 

Number of Provisional Standards Met 



" ? s { a r ! i nS" U ik i 1 1 ^ 1 Svl 1 1°^"?^ * « !" ^ ddit |°"' ! his ana,ysis dotJS » ot *** into consideration the 
s art. ng skills levels of the entering students, criteria used to place students into remediation, 

piovisional standard, and numbers of students affected at a given 'institution. 

"Data available for only three of the five indicators. 
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TABLE 3 
COMPUTATION 

DISTRIBUTION OF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS BY NUMBER OF PROVISIONAL STANDARDS MET* 
Student Outcocoe Indicators, Full-Time Students 

1984-86 



Salem 



Cumberland 
Raroapo 



At lantic 

Brookdale'* 

Gloucester 

Jersey Ci ty 

Morris 

Stockton 

Trenton** 



Burl ington 

Essex 

Classboro 

Hudson 

Monte la i r 

Ocean 

Passaic 

Rari tan Val ley 
Union 

Wm. Paterson 



Camden 
Mercer 
Middlesex 



Bergen 



0 



2 3 
Number of Provisional Standards Met 



•Retest results are not included. In addition, this analysis does not take into consideration the 
"starting" skills levels of the entering students, criteria used to place students into remediation, 
relationships among various indicators, extent by which programs "met" or "missed" reaching a given 
provisional standard, and numbers of students affected at a given' inst i tut ion. 

"Data available for only three of the five indicators. 
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TABLE 4 
ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
DISTRIBUTION OF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS BY NUMBER OF PROVISIONAL STANDARDS MET* 
Student Outcome Indicators, Full-Time Students 

1984-86 



Brookdale" 
Cumberland 
Hudson 
Trenton" 



Passaic 
Ramapo 



2 



Bergen 
Essex 

Jersey Ci ty 
Kean 
Mercer 
Morris 

RU-New Brunswick 

Salem 

Union 



Burl ington 

Camden 

Classboro 

Middlesex 

Ra'ri tan Val ley 

R(J-Camden 

KU-Newark 



Montclai r 
Wm. Paterson 



Number of Provisional Standards Met 



9 
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Re es results are not included. In addition, this analysis does not take into consideration the 
sarting skills levels of the entering students, criteria used to place students into remediation, 
relationships among various indicators, extent by which programs "met" or "missed" reaching a uiven 
provisional standard, and numbers of students affected at a given institution. 

'Data available for only three of the five indicators. 
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[New Jersey 
I Institute of 
Technology 



Department of Humanities 



December 16, 1988 



Dr. T. Edward Hollander 
Chancellor of Higher Education 
State of New Jersey 
20 West State Street 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Dear Chancellor Hollander: 

I am pleased to send you and the Board of Higher Education 
the New Jersey College Basic Skills Council's Report on the 
Effectiveness of Remedial Programs, 1984-86. This year's report 
creates a new format for gathering and analyzing information on 
the basic skills testing, placement, and subsequent performance 
of students in New Jersey's public colleges and universities. 

The report documents the efforts of the colleges to comply 
with previous Board resolutions regarding the testing and 
placement of entering students. In addition, it breaks new 
ground in that it establishes provisional standards for each of 
the criteria by which remedial programs are evaluated and shows 
the extent to which individual colleges meet those high 
standards. This innovative format will be followed m subsequent 
Effectiveness Reports. 

I would like to express my thanks to the Councils 
Assessment Committee for its long and careful work on this 
report. Assessing the effectiveness of educational programs is a 
difficult and complex process, and I think this report will serve 
as a model for accurate and fair evaluation in future assessments 
in New Jersey and in other states as well. 

Sincerely, 

Robert E. Lynch 
Professor of English, 
Chair, New Jersey College 
Basic Skills Council 



Newark. New Jersey 07102 
(201)596-3266 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



The New jersey College Basic Skills Council reports to the Board of Higher 
Education on the status of the reading, writing, and mathematical skills of incoming 
freshmen and on the effectiveness of remedial programs in the public colleges and 
universities. Statewide test results on the New jersey College Basic Skills Placement 
Test (NJCBSPT) have consistently shown that from 31 percent (in verbal skills) to 60 
percent (in algebra) of entering college students lack proficiency in at least one skill 
area. In order to monitor the effectiveness of remedial programs, extensive follow-up 
data on these students are collected from each of the public colleges and universities. 
This report contains an evaluation of each college's remedial programs and represents 
the work of the Council's Assessment Advisory Committee. 

This report tracks the academic outcome of full-time students who entered our 
public colleges in the fall of 1984 (over four semesters). The analysis combines measures 
of the colleges' administrative efficiency in testing and enrolling students in needed 
remedial courses, reviews of placement criteria, and multiple statistical indicators of 
remedial program effectiveness. 

While a four-semester overview of each of the collegiate sectors is presented to 
provide a sense of the broader picture, the primary purpose of this report is to delineate 
strengths and areas of concern found during the review of each remedial program in each 
of the thirty-two public colleges and universities. While many of the findings of the 
four-semester overview are common to most programs, the individual program reviews 
are the core of this report. 

The present analysis differs from the previous reports in this series first in this focus 
on the details of individual programs, and second, in the fact that uniform standards were 
developed and used by the Basic Skills Council's Assessment Committee to guide its 
standardized treatment of all remedial programs. 

Assessment Design Choices and Caveats 

Most data reported and policy issues raised in this report reflect conditions in the 
colleges as of the spring of 1986 and consequently may not reflect the impact of any ^ 
programmatic changes made by the colleges in the interim. The next report in this series 
will combine data reported for two successive cohorts of students, i.e., for the 1985-87 
and 1986-88 periods, to provide a longitudinal analysis across two cohorts. In this report 
on individual colleges, the committee commented on known changes between the 1983-85 
and the 1984-86 cohorts where appropriate. 

The remedial skill areas within each college, i.e., reading, writing, computation and 
elementary algebra, were reported on and analyzed separately by a lengthy process of 
committee discussion and consensus. Within each skill area this review presents a 
comparison, using multiple measures, of three groups: students who did not need 
remediation; students who needed and completed remediation; and students who needed 
but did not complete remediation. The individual college profiles stress the comparison 
between the first two groups of students whereas the four-semester overview treats all 
three. 
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il Fa evalua ! lon . ies }& chosen is not one of a "controlled" experiment, i.e., one that 
2£ it .^mediation f rom a randomly chosen needy group of students and compa es 
tTnflful a /f med !? ted gr°"P- Such an "experiment" which would deny remedial 
he p to a substantial number of students who need it would present obvious ethical pubUc 
policy and governance problems. Rather, our strategy is to gather meaningful dat^ on 
multip e indicators relating to most of the aspects relevant to I successful program For 
example, regarding those students placed by a college in a remedial course sequence, the 
assessment is designed to produce answers to the following questions: What percentage 

^ftPri^nrThfr 1 r T tS are , given ' What Pontage attain the placement 

SLoc t the ? fl SL C f 0lle 8 e - IeveI c J ourSe? What Pontage are retained in college for 
four semesters? What are the grade point averages (CPA's) of retained students? What 
percentage of these students have a "C" average (or better)? What percentaee of th P <;P 
students pass their first (subsequent) college-level course {hat required IlK^Sed 



Judging the exfectiveness of a program on only one or two of these indicators would 
not produce an accurate assessment of the college program. A pattern analysis of 
individual programs, much like a "personality profile," is required. Within such an 
analysis, based solely on statistical indicators, a potential exists both for unwarranted 
^nnf^ifi 1 for unfounded praise. For example, do high remedial course passing rates, 
among other possibilities, indicate effective instruction or lax grading standards? An 
integrated analysis of retest competence and subsequent college-level course 
pertormance can help answer such a question. 

on ,i? e f rcentage °l ^mediated students reaching the colleges' placement minimums 
on the retest is one of the indicators needed in making judgments about the colle >e 
programs. Not all colleges provided such data on their students for this report The 
requirement to provide retest data has been a part of the Council's reporting guidelines 
for over six years. 6 s" 1 " 6 "" 61 

The last report in this series (on the 1983-85 cohort of students) recommended that 
all public colleges employ exit-testing for their remedial programs. It was further 
recommended that appropriate standardized tests such as the NJCBSPT be »«>d If tests 

?<! til Mt?>RQDT NJCBS ^ T K W6 ^ e t0 u e U f d ' equating studies comparing the nominated test 
to the NJCBSPT were to be done by the college according to guidelines issued by the 
Council. Lastly, the Council's recommendation left open to colleges the option of 
testing all exiting remedial students or a random, representative sample. After receiving 
written feedback on the issue from the college presidents, the Board of Higher Education 
passed a resolution (February 20, 1987) that required colleges, beginning in the fall of 
1987, to employ students' performance on an appropriate standardized post-test as 
one of the multiple criteria required for all students to exit a remedial course sequence " 
The resolution stipulated that "the preferred post-testing instrument is the appropriate 
sections of the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test." The resolution also 
called upon the colleges to report what percentage of students exiting remediation 
achieve the NJCBSPT score(s) which the college itself had determined as appropriate for 
placement into the regular, college-level course. 

Note that the data treated in this report (for the Fall 1984 cohort) were submitted 
prior to the Board's specific resolution on post-testing. The first group of entering 
students under the mandate is the Fall '87 cohort. Because of this, the Assessment 
Committee has not as yet set a provisional standard on this indicator. 
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Four-Semester Outcomes 



Reading. Of the 11,699 students across all sectors who enrolled in needed reading 
remedial courses, 10,139 reached the final level of their college's remedial sequence and 
7,922 passed. Students who passed were retained in the fourth semester at the same rate 
(64%) as their non-remedial peers, This finding is encouraging, since many would expect 
that underprepared readers would leave college in greater proportion than non-remedial 
students. In contrast, students ,;ot completing needed remediation in reading had only a 
28% retention rate in the fourt'n semester. In the subsequent college-level English 
course, completers passed at an average rate of 83% compared to 87% of the 
non-remedial students. After four semesters, remediation completers averaged ten 
fewer credits earned (40 vs. 50) than non-remedial students. Their mean GPA in the 
fourth semester was above a "C" (2.23) but approximately four tenths of a point less than 
that of the non-remedial students (2.61). In both their percentage of GPA's at or above a 
"C" and in their Successful Survival Rate (SSR) in college, the remediation completers 
were behind the non-remedial group. However, these differences in relative performance 
between the two groups were smaller than those reported for 1983-85. 

Writing. Of the 10,331 students statewide who were enrolled in remedial writing 
courses, 9.424 reached the final level at their respective colleges and 7,251 passed. 
Students who passed were retained at their colleges in the fourth semester at a slightly 
higher rate (64% vs. 63%) than non-remedial students. Students who did not complete 
needed writing remediation, on the other hand, had only a 19% retention rate in the 
fourth semester. In the subsequent college-level English composition courses, the passing 
rate of students who had completed remediation was within seven percentage points of 
that of the non-remedial students (80% vs. 87%). After fo>ir semesters, remediation 
completers averaged ten fewer credits earned (40 vs. 50) than non-remedial students. As 
with students completing reading remediation, the grade point averages of the writing 
completers were above a "C" (2.20) but fell four tenths of a point below that of their 
non-remedial peers (2.62). The percentage of writing remediation completers whose 
GPA's were at or above a "C" was 19 percentage points below that of the non-remedial 
students. Similarly, the SSR's of the two groups differed by 11 percentage points. 
However, it was noted that in every college sector the differences between the two 
groups of students had improved over the 1983-85 cohort rates. 

Computation. Of the 11,473 students who enrolled in needed computation 
remediation, 9,691 reached the final level of their college's computation offerings and 
6,880 passed. The passing percentages were lower in computation than in reading or 
writing Students who passed were retained at a slightly higher rate (60%) in their fourth 
semester than their non-remedial counterparts (58%). While encouraging as a pattern, 
the fact that the retention rate for computation completers was four percentage points 
lower than that of reading or writing completers suggests that more could be done to help 
such students stay in college. 

In a variety of subsequent college-level courses requiring some quantitative skill, the 
students who completed computation remediation passed the courses at rates that 
averaged within ten percentage points (72% vs. 82%) of non- remedial students m the 
same courses. The analysis of the cohort completing computation was complicated by the 
fact that at some institutions a portion of computation completers may also have taken 
elementary algebra before taking the follow-up college math course, thus "mixing" the 
cohort in unknown ways. 
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avpraoJ f semesters, students who completed computation remediation were, on 
2'. ten creQlts ( 38 v s. 48) behind their non-remedial peers. In addition, students 
completing computation as a group maintained cumulative GPA's above a "C" (2 22) but 

GP^ ^nfT^r^A^i 2 - 5 ^ 11 WaSn0ted that in both the Percentage of 
CPA s at or above a C" and in SSR the present cohort of students was farther behind 
their non-remedial peers than was the case with the 1983-85 cohort. 

Elementary Algebra. Of the 8,527 students who enrolled in elementary algebra 
remediation, 8,195 reached the final level of their colleges" course sequence™ I 5,964 

fnnrfh 5" Stude ? tS wh ° com P Ieted remediation were retained at the 

fourth semester at a higher rate (72%) than students who never needed algebra 
remediation (68% . The four-point advantage in retention rate of remediation-completed 
over non-remedial students was the highest recorded among the four remedial areas 

The size of the cohort enrolled in elementary algebra (8.527) was much smaller than 
the groups enrolled ,n the other skill areas because (i) many students must complete 
computation requirements before enrolling in needed algebra remediation and (2) some 
colleges extmp low-scoring students from algebra remediation based on students choice 
of major (see Elementary Algebra as a Basic Skill section on the following page). 

In their firs* (subsequent) college-level mathematics courses, algebra remediation 
completers who were followed up averaged a 74% passing rate statewide, compared to 
81% for non-remedial students in the same courses. The seven percentage point 
difference was the same as that noted for writing remediated students in subsequent 
English composition courses but a wider gap than the four percentage point difference 
^ erve K d | >n reading. In addition algebra completers averaged seven fewer credits earned 
(44 vs. 51) than non-remedial students. 

Students completing algebra remediation posted the highest four semester 
cumulative GPA (2.43) observed for any of the skill areas and closest to that of the 
"™ e f. a ! comparison group (2.61). Similarly, the percentage of algebra completers 
posting CPA s at or above a C was the highest of the skill areas (76%) and came 
closest (within six percentage points) to the non-remedial group (82%). 

>u , A l ^ th the C ° mt l ^ d State coIIe 8 es ' the SSR of the algebra completers exceeded 
that of the non-remedial students. The favorable combination of higher retention rates 
and strong GPA s for remediation completers made algebra the only skill area where this 
reversal of the usual pattern occurred. 

Recommendations 

1. This repon lists "areas of concern" for each college's remedial programs These 
judgments were produced after thorough analysis and consensus by the Council's 
Assessment Advisory Committee. It is recommended that the Department of Higher 
Education (DHE) call on each of the colleges to respond in writing to the concerns 
raised in the profiles, especially in light of any changes that may have been 
implemented on the campuses since the data in this report were submitted. 
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The standards set for acceptable performance by remedial programs on each of the 
outcome indicators referenced in this report were labeled "provisional" by the 
Assessment Committee. The Basic Skills Council recommends that the DHE seek 
further input from the colleges to aid in refining the standards. The Council invites 
the colleges both to contribute more fully to definitions of program performance 
standards and to interpret more productively the significance of their own program 
statistics. The Council invites a statewide discussion of standards and methods of 
assessment. 

Improvement in the areas of concern identified in the college profiles will more 
likely be forthcoming if faculty and remedial program directors can express their 
initiative in seeking funding targeted for program improvement. The DHE's grant 
programs have succeeded in providing such a vehicle for course improvement, 
equipment acquisition, pre-college articulation, and the like but have, to date, 
specifically excluded remedial programs and courses. The Council recommends that 
the Department identify grant funding sources for which remedial programs will be 
eligible. These sources should be separately earmarked for reading/writing and for 
mathematics. 

The Council's guidelines for the preparation 01 institutional effectiveness reports 
should be viewed as minimum evaluation requirements. The Council once again urges 
colleges to conduct local research efforts that focus on areas needing improvement, 
that serve to advance the effectiveness of student learning in established programs, 
and that evaluate patterns over time to reveal more about the strengths and 
weaknesses of individual programs. Such local studies should be formally presented 
to the institution's Board of Trustees. The Council would welcome the receipt of 
such reports from institutions for the purpose of sharing information among colleges. 

Local institutional research focusing on the impact of remedial programs should be a 
funding priority for campus administrators. However, in the course of preparing 
individual college profiles for this report it often became clear that there are 
research questions which transcend the individual campus. Examples of such 
questions might include investigations of the optimum match between student 
placement test score distributions and the number of course levels of remediation 
required; the match between student learning styles and faculty-chosen modes of 
instruction; or, the relation between "concurrent enrollment" and chance of 
graduation. To study such issues on a large-scale basis, the Council recommends 
that the DHE create a commissioned research fund on which the Basic Skills Council 
could draw to hire consultants capable of conducting research of this type. 

Faculty teaching basic reading, writing and mathematics courses should have access 
to the latest research on effective teaching methods. The Council recommends that 
the Board of Higher Education continue to foster statewide networks designed to 
collect and exchange information on pedagogical methods. 
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A. INTRODUCTION 



Purpose 

All full-time and most part-time students entering New Jersey public colleges and 
universities are required to take the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test 
(NJCBSPT). Students whose scores fall below their college's placement criteria in 
reading, writing, and/or computation must enroll in the appropriate remedial course. 
Students needing remediation in algebra have the same requirement in most colleges, 
although some colleges exempt students from algebra remediation if their major is not 
math-intensive. All public institutions of higher education have remedial programs in at 
least three of these four skill areas. 

The purpose of this report, the third such four-semester analysis by the Basic Skills 
Council for the Board of Higher Education, is to evaluate the effectiveness of these 
remedial programs in New Jersey's public colleges and universities. The report is based 
primarily on data submitted by each of the colleges; it evaluates individual programs at 
individual colleges, not any college as a whole or the state-wide system of remedial 
education. 

This report tracks the progress of full-time students who entered our colleges in the 
fall of 1984 over four semesters (through spring, 1986). Its completion was delayed by a 
number of interrelated factors: (l) the colleges, due to changes in the reporting 
guidelines, tended to submit their data later than usual; (2) the February, 1987 resolution 
of the Board of Higher Education directed the Basic Skills Council to "further specify 
how the multiple outcome indicators can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of 
remedial programs and to develop a review process which will identify the programs that 
are effective and those that need to be improved"; (3) the revised methodology and the 
provisional standards for the indicators were a product of lengthy discussion in 
committee; and (4) the introduction of the standards and a new reporting format required 
that each of the profiles undergo substantial rewriting. Data for the next two cohorts of 
students, i.e., Fall 1985 and Fall 1986 entrants, have already been submitted by the 
colleges to the Basic Skills Assessment Program. As reporting formats and methodology 
will not change substantially, it is anticipated that the report to the Board on the 
effectiveness of remedial programs for these two groups will be forthcoming in the next 
academic year. 

The data in this report reveal conditions as they were in 1984-86. Many colleges 
indicated either in the descriptive narratives that accompanied these data (as part of the 
institutional reports) or in their "pre-publication" review of the profiles that many of the 
problems identified in this report (i.e., for the Fall 1984 cohort) have been addressed. 
The institutional profiles in this report record the known changes and modifications where 
appropriate. 

For the first time, this report incorporates data on administration of the New 
Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test (NJCBSPT) and on the placement of students 
into remedial courses. This information had previously been summarized in the report, 
"Character of Remedial Programs in New Jersey's Public Colleges." These indicators of 
the efficiency with which an institution tests and successfully enrolls students in remedial 
courses are treated along with the several indicators of program effectiveness (e.g.. 
success rates in subsequent college-level courses) to produce an overall profile of each 
program's performance. 
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In addition to including efficiency measures, this report differs from previous 
Si SILT 888 re A° rtS F in tW ° othe f si g" if icant ways. First, it uses these various indicators 
aSrf £? n 3 P ?°fl n 3 P M° gram S P erformance - By analyzing indicators both separately 
and in concert, the Council portrays both the strengths of these remedial programs and 
aspects of each program in need of improvement. Second, standards are associated with 
each of the indicators. That is, for each indicator, a level below which a college's 
program should not fall has been established, in some cases by the Board of Higher 
Education (e.g., the 90% standard for testing of eligible students). Standards set by the 
Council and its Assessment Advisory Committee are as yet provisional; they are to be 
reviewed by all the colleges and the committee before they are made permanent 
standards by the Council. 

This report also includes graphs which capture a college's remedial program 
performance across most indicators. They accompany the profiles which describe each 
college s programmatic effort in the four skill areas. 

Diversity and Accountability 

Each of the thirty-two institutions whose programs are evaluated has a distinct 
mission and a heterogeneous student body with a wide range of basic skills prepaiation 
By carefully examining each college's programs using multiple indicators, the Basic Skills 
Council recognizes that diversity of mission and program. It seeks to strengthen 
individual programs through a collegial process of both citing strengths and 
recommending areas for improvement, based upon an interpretation of the data made bv 
the Assessment Committee through a process of consensus. 

At the same time, the Council recognizes demands for accountability The 
percentage of students in need of remediation has not diminished since the initiation of 
basic skills testing ten years ago. Because of the magnitude of the effort by the colleges 
and the investment of the state in remedial education, it is essential that each of the 
thirty-two institutions be publicly accountable for its programs' performance This 
report performs the complex task of painting a fair and accurate' picture of each 
college s remedial programs; by doing so. the Council hopes to fulfill one of its important 
missions, i.e., both to hold institutions accountable for the effectiveness of their remedial 
programs and to advocate for the enhancement of remedial education in New jersey. 

Organization of this Report 

This introduction is followed by: (l) a detailed description of the assessment design 
used ip evaluating remedial program effectiveness; and (2) the major portion of the 
report, the individual college profiles. The latter section begins with an explanation of 
the review methodology used in committee, a list of provisional standards and a brief 
description of how to read the graphs that accompany each of the remedial program 
profiles. * & 

Following the individual profiles is an overview of remedial program effectiveness 
within sectors and statewide. Comprehensive data tables used in the evaluation of each 
remedial program and in the compilation of sector and statewide results appear in 
Appenoix B. The report concludes with recommendations based on the analyses of 
remedial program effectiveness. 
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B. ASSESSMENT DESIGN 



Evaluating any educational program is a difficult and complex process. The Basic 
Skills Council's goal of evaluating remedial programs in a consistent manner depends 
upon formulation of a common set of questions and definitions which yield useful data yet 
permit recognition of institutional idiosyncrasies and preserve institutional autonomy. 
Ne\ ertheless. whenau many diverse programs at very different kinds of institutions have 
to be assessed on the basis of uniform procedures, program evaluation becomes a 
formidable undertaking. 

The Assessment Advisory Committee 

Recognizing the complexity of the data collection and analysis involved in an 
adequate and fair evaluation of the state's post-secondary remedial programs, the Basic 
Skills Council created the Assessment Advisory Committee to devise and conduct a 
review of the effectiveness of the remedial programs at New Jersey public colleges. The 
committee, composed of basic skills program coordinators and faculty, institutional 
researchers and other administrative staff representing each sector of New Jersey public 
higher education, refines and extends the assessment design each year. 

Institutional Reports and Follow-Up 

An annual report on remedial program effectiveness, which includes both a set of 
tabular data and descriptive text, is required of each college. Successive institutional 
reports in this series are prepared in accordance with detailed "Guidelines For 
Preparation of Institutional Reports on Remedial Program Effectiveness" which are 
issued by the Council each spring (see Appendix A). Each set of guidelines directs the 
colleges to report on a defined entering cohort of students and to provide data on the 
students' performance over four semesters. Further, the guidelines ask colleges to 
analyze and report data separately for each of four basic skills areas: reading, writing, 
computation and elementary algebra. 

In addition, colleges are required to complete an "Annual Basic Skills 
Questionnaire." The questionnaire further probes institutional policies and the efficiency 
of the testing, identification and enrollment of skills-deficient students in remedial 
courses, primarily within the first academic year. 

By design, the Council's report predominantly reflects group statistics submitted by 
the institutions. However, most of the colleges' reports also included detailed narrative 
sections containing information such as the following: history of the program, placement 
policies and procedures, remedial course descriptions, support services, staffing patterns, 
college policies, unusual problems and difficulties, and a "self-analysis" of student 
performance results. This additional information provided a valuable context for 
interpreting the numerical data and for resolving discrepancies. The Assessment 
Advisory Committee would like to stress the importance of the individual college 
narrative descriptions in helping to understand the meaning behind the numbers. 
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The Research Cohort 



nf c»Sf ^ S i Ud y gr °u UP tr J eated 131 th5s report is the " Fal1 1984 " entering cohort 

of students Thus, students whose data are included in this report began college in the ' 
summer or fall of 1984; these students were then followed through spring semiste • of 

The cohort definition is based on the Department of Higher Education's definitions 
of he students required to be tested with the NJCBSPT. Degree-seeking students, 
part-time students who register for a course that would result in the accumulation of 12 
or more credits, regular, special and EOF admits, and transfer students who have not 
received transfer credit for freshman composition and mathematics are among those 
students required to be tested by each institution. However, all ESL/bilingual students 
and students who have completed ESL/bilingual programs are excluded from the 

effectiveness-; cohort. Thus, the basic skills, programs in some institutions may serve a 
sizable population of students whose data are not treated here. 

It is important to keep in mind that the crucial unit of analysis here is programs, not 
institutions and not individual students. A basic dilemma is whether each program's 
functioning is adequately reflected in its reported data. A longitudinal analysis--that is 
an analysis of more than one cohort of students— is the fairest and m. )t accurate way to 
assess programs and the only way to spot possible trends. For this reason, the Assessment 
Committee viewed data for the 1984 cohort alongside of comparable outcomes for the 
previous (1383) cohort. Data for the earlier cohort have ^eady been reported to the 
Board (November 21, 1986 report on the -Effectiveness of Remedial Programs in New 
Jersey Public Colleges and Univeisities, Fall 1983-Spring 1985"). 

Use of Multiple Indicators 

Because no single measure could provide sufficient information on the effectiveness 
of remedial programs, it was decided to identify multiple outcome measures which would 
provide evidence in context, even if it could only be interpreted cumulatively. If multiple 
measures for a program or programs form a consistent pattern, then adequate conclusions 
on the effectiveness of remediation at the institution can be drawn. 

Our strategy, then, is to gather data on multiple indicators which relate to aspects 
that are relevant to a successful urogram. For example, regarding those students placed 
by a college in a particular remedial course sequence, the assessment is designed to 
produce answers to the following kinds of questions: What percentage pass the remedial 
course? Of students passing the remedial course, what percentage actually attain the 
college-level placement criterion on the retest? What percentage of these students p ? ss 
their first (subsequent) college-level course that requires the remediated skilF What 
percentage are retained in college for four semesters? What percentage of retained 
students have a "C" or better average? 

Judging the effectiveness of a program on only one or two of these indicators would 
not produce an accurate assessment of the college program. A pattern analysis of 
individual programs, much like a "personality profile," is required. Within such an 
analysis, especially if based solely on statistical indicators, a potential exists both for 
unwarranted criticism and for unfounded praise. For example, do high remedial course 
passing rates indicate, among other possibilities, effective instruction or lax grading 
standards? Only integrated analyses of retest competence and subsequent college-level 
course performance can help answer such questions. 
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Outcome Indicators: An Overview 



The principal indicators to ascertain remedial program effectiveness can be divided 
for convenience into four discrete sets: 

1) policy administration (i.e., student* tested, two-semester remedial enrollments, 
students present fourth semester and not yet enrolled in needed remediation); 

2) placement criteria; 

3) remedial course outcomes (i.e., passing rates in final-level remedial courses, 
retest results); and 

4) subsequent academic performance (i.e., passing rates in first or subsequent 
college-level course in skill area, percents of students with cumulative GPA's 
of "C" or above, retention and successful survival rates). 

In addition to the indicators listed above, the committee reviewed other valuable 
data (e.g., remedial course enrollments within four semesters, credits attempted and 
earned for the fourth semester alone and also cumulatively, mean GPA f s for tue fourth 
semester along and cumulatively) which, although not expressly treated in each of the 
remedial program profiles, nonetheless aided in interpreting the results and in recognizing 
patterns (comprehensive data tables for each of the remedial programs appear in 
Appendix B). 

Each of the sets of indicators is described below. 
Policy Administration 

Students tested. The New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test (NJCBSPT) is 
administered to students after they are admitted to public college but before they 
register for courses. Colleges use the test scores for placement purposes, not for 
admissions decisions. The indicator in this case is the percentage of students tested (of 
those required to be tested). The Board of Higher Education requires that at least 90% of 
the "required" students be tested. 

Remedial enrollments within two semesters. To serve students well, colleges must 
ensure that those who are identified as needing remediation enroll promptly in 
appropriate courses. Institutions provide data on the number and percentage of students 
who were identified as needing remediation and were enrolled in the appropriate remedial 
course(s) within their first two semesters. The Board requires that at least 90% of the 
full-time students who were identified as needing remediation begin the needed 
remediation within two semesters. 

The Assessment Committee has chosen not to apply this two-semester enrollment 
standard in the case of elementary algebra. Algebra students at most colleges must first 
satisfy a computation requirement; thus, the wo mathematics skill areas can be linked in 
a way that postpones enrollment in algebra remediation. Holding colleges to the 
two-semester requirement in algebra would seem unreasonable if large numbers of the 
students must first take one or more computation courses. The committee is currently 
studying the extent to which such "linkages" exist. 
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t*mS?S? ts t F ese ? < M «» e 'ourfh semester who had not yet begun remediation. One 
te ling indication of the degree to which timely help is given to students who need the 
SSth i£ T b6 ^ f id l ntifiec1, full - Ume students in alkill area ^vvho were presen tin the 
S h ? e f mes,e t r V 1 ? ° Ut havmg enrolled in a PP^P"ate remedial courses. These would be 
stalls-deficient students on campus who had yet to begin the necessary ve^^Zs? 
work four semesters after admission. An obvious goal would be to have no such s udenfs 



Placement Criteria 



on Z m Sdt a ! V StUdet V tS m n8ed of remedi ation in each skill area. Cut-scores 
2" I f ^ C E SPT J and the mix of criteria that c an be used for these decisions are not 
dictated by Board mandate; rather, these choices are left to the indivTdual^lleg^to 
na E epm8 T h the l° c al missions and goals of the respective institutions ind the 
nature of the populations of students to be served. However, no institution should set 
placemen criteria below the "floor" levels set by the Council in its annua [report on New 
Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test results. ^ 

Based upon its understanding of the content and difficulty ievel of the NICB5PT and 
n^r,hp C H° mmend f 10nS , °, f ^ lw0 '^"development advisory committees, the Counc 1 Ss 
t guidelines to assist in interpreting scores on each of its subS 

»rnfprn P ;pr mS w C ?, res ° n the , NeW ,erS6y CoIIege Basic Skills Placement Test," 

Test ? ^Sn« ^T^-^o 5 °V he New JerSey CoIIe § e Basic SkiIIs Placement 
Test, Scoring the Essays ). Over the years, the Council has suggested minimum 

proficiency standards on its test. As part of the "effectiveness" review, the Assessment 
Committee comments on the appropriateness of NJCBSPT placement cr terla thaf were 
used, in keeping with the recommendations of the Council. 

If colleges use placement criteria that are set too low, some skills-deficient students 

Zl\ t Pl fh ed e " 0 ?T Sly ' m ,l° , coUe 8e-level courses. Such overplacement is likely to 
lead to either a high dropout/failure rate or to a subsequent lowering of college academic 
standards as instructors reduce their requirements to meet the lower skills levef of the 
students they encounter. Conversely, placement criteria that are set too high will result 
m too many students being placed into remedial courses which they may not need. Many 

area m7Z^mr*f£ T h f ve f lw0 °K,-T re Ieveis of remediaI courses in a skl ll 
remedTal levels * minima> bUt alS ° fer P lacem «t into these 

Remedial Course Outcomes 

~™H e J? ediai C ° Urie P f- S n ng rate - CoIIeges report on the P assin § ^tes in the final-level 
remedial course m a skills sequence. In general, a low passing rate indicates a problem 
which should be investigated. It may be a warning about the quality of instruction or?t 
may mean that the level of the course taught is too high for a large majority of the 
students. (In this latter case, more class hours or a lower-level course mav be 
appropriate. It may also signal the need to reexamine placement criteria and procedure* 
i i.e., some students may have been placed at a level higher than they could handle) On" 
he other hand, a high passing rate riy or may not be a good sign. It may indicate good 
teaching at an appropriate level for .he students. However, it could also be a clue that 
the course is too easy for a large number of students. Analysis of other indicators is 
needed to resolve such issues. Colleges should aim for the highest possible passing rates 
in these remedial courses consistent with students attaining proficiency in the skill area 
Deing addressed. 



Retesting (post-testing). Retest results on remediated students provide one of many 
indicators of program effectiveness. In the absence of similar data for a comparable 
control group, conclusions from such test results must still bd open to several 
interpretations. Moreover, if assessment were to be based solely on sigmfic >nt 
differences between pre-test and post-test scores (i.e., student "gains"), almost all 
remedial programs would appear to be effective. 

Recognizing the problems inherent in interpreting pre- and post-test data, the 
Assessment Committee has de-emphasized the use of "gain" scores. Instead, the focus 
has been on the percentage of those completing remediation who reach the minimum 
score level on the retest— that is, the percentage of "passing" students who attain the 
scaled/standardized score (or algorithm of scores) on the NJCBSPT which was used among 
other criteria to differentiate remedial vs. non-remedial students at the time of the 
original placement testing. Thus, the central question being asked is the same as that 
asked during the original placement testing: did the students have the skills to succeed in 
college-level courses? Since it makes more sense to think of these data as the aggregate 
results of a second sitting of a placement test, the Basic Skills Council prefers the term 
"retesting." 

Since 1982, the Basic Skills Council has prepared reports for the Board of Higher 
Education to document the success of remedial programs within the colleges. These 
annual reports urge the Board to continue its support of remedial efforts in the colleges. 
Because "post-test" data submitted by the colleges for previous reports were so sporadic 
and varied, they did not present convincing arguments for program effectiveness. 
Therefore, the Council recommended that a standardized test, such as NJCBSPT, be used 
on a statewide basis. After consulting with the colleges, Chancellor Hollander prepared 
the resolution requiring retesting which the Board passed in February, 1987. That 
resolution reaffirms the responsibility of the colleges to provide effective remedial 
programs for students identified as deficient in basic skills. It emphasizes the importance 
of multiple criteria in evaluating students and calls upon the colleges to re test students, 
as they move from remedial to regular courses, with the NJCBSPT (or an equated 
substitute test). Specifically, it calls upon the colleges to report what percentage of its 
remedial students achieve the NJCBSPT score which the college itself has determined as 
appropriate for placement in the regular, college-level course. 

The 1984-86 reporting guidelines called for the submission of data on retesting (see 
Appendix A). Institutions were to report the test(s) used, the minimum score needed to 
determine proficiency, the pre- and post-test means and standard deviations, as well as 
the percentage of students who passed the final remedial level and reached the college s 
minimum score on the retest. Not all colleges provided such data on their students. 
Keep in mind, however, that the institutional reports reviewed here (for the Fall 1984 
cohort) were submitted prior to the Board of Higher Education's specific resolution on 
post-testing. (The first group of entering students under the mandate is the Fall 87 
cohort.) For this reason, the Assessment Committee has not as yet established a 
provisional standard for the retest indicator. 

Subsequent Academic Performance 

Our approach to the evaluation of follow-up academic performance uses multiple 
measures to compare each of three full-time student groups within the colleges 
Students who need and complete remediation are, on the one hand, compared with 
students who did not need remediation. On the other hand, remediation-completed 
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students are compared with students who did not complete needed remediation. This is a 
relative form of comparison in that it judges the performance of a college s remedial 
program relative to the college ' s own standard-its non-remedial student outcomes The 
individual college profiles stress the comparison between the first two groups of students 
whereas the four-semester overview treats comparisons among all three groups. 

Passing rates for first (subsequent) college-level course in skill area. Colleges 
reported the passing rates for both remediation-completed and non-remedial students 
who took first college-level courses in English composition and mathematics from Fall 
1984 through Spring 1986. Colleges were asked to accumulate data over several courses 
and sections. 



• nnl u Averages (GP A 's). Another indicator used to assess remedial programs 
is bPA. The use of GPA as a measure of performance is based upon the notion that 
students who have completed needed remediation should be able to earn satisfactory 
grades in college-level courses in the semesters following remedial. The colleges 
were asked to report GPA's for each of the three groups being s. jied, and both 
cumulatively (i.e., for first through fourth semesters) and for the Spring 1986 term alone 
For the students who were present in the spring semester, the colleges also reported the 
percentage of students in each group whose GPA 's were greater than or equal to 2 0 (the 
equivalent of a "C" average, which is generally the minimum average required for 
graduation from college). 

Mean credits attempted and earnea. ine mean numbers of credits attempted and 
earned for each of the three study groups were reported by the colleges for both Spring 
1986 alone and also cumulatively. Colleges were instructed to exclude credits earned by 
examination, previous transfer credits and any credits for remedial/developmental 
courses. 



Retention rate. For each of the thrte study groups, colleges reported the percentage 
o- students wno returned in the fourth semester, based on the original cohort. 

The rate of retention of an entering group of students is a traditional measure of the 
health of zn insUtuti m of higher education, but it must always be interpreted in light of 
the mission and sector of the institution as well as in light of the objectives of the 
students. 



Interpretation o f retention rates for two-year colleges must take into consideration 
their more varied missions and their more "open-door" admission policies relative to 
four-year schools. VVhiie many students seek associate-level degrees in New Jersey s 
county colleges, a substantial number seek early transfer to a four-year school or desire 
to complete only a few career-oriented courses. Early transfer of such students (i.e., at 
the second or third semester) may be seen as a mark of the institution^ success in 
preparing t u ese students, but at the same time this success lowers the institution's 
reported retention rates. On the other hand, a very low retention rate may indicate that 
an wLtuution is not meeting its students' needs and that its policies and/or services 
should be reviewed. 



Students leave college for a variety of reasons; for example, poor grades, transfer to 
other institutions, poor health, financial hardship and changes in career goals. Therefore, 
in inspecting these data reported here, it is important to examine the retentk • rates of' 
thestudints who completed remediation relative io those of the students wlu did not 
need remediation at the- nme college. 
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Successful survival rate (SSR). The successful survival rate (SSR) is a composite 
measure designed to assess the relative success of an academic program by combining the 
GPA variable and the retention rate. The rational for this indicator is that mere 
retention is not sufficient. The successful survival rate for the four-semester cohort can 
be illustrated as follows: if 100 freshmen enrolled in the fall and 80 remained four 
semesters later; and of those 80, 65 had a cumulative GPA above 2.0, then the SSR would 
be 65/100 or 65 percent. Note that this rate is lower than the retention rate (i.e., 80%) 
because it asks the question: "How many students, as a percentage of the original cohort, 
both remained and had a "C" or better average?" 

Full- and Part-time Status 

For purposes of this study, definitions uf full- and part-time status are based on the 
students" initial enrollment s atus in the.r entering fall semester (i.e., Fall 1984 status as 
recorded at the end of the institutions drop/add period). This initial status is •frozen," 
irrespective of any changes in that status that may have occurred later. Hence, some of 
the students here defined as either full-time or part-time may, in fact, have switched 
their status by the end of the four-semester study period. 

The policy of the Board of Higher Education concerning part-time students with 
remedial needs is that such students should be enrolled in remediation within four 
semesters. Since this report covers only a four-semester time span, subsequent academic 
performance outcomes for part-time students were not required from the colleges. 
Because of irregular enrollment patterns and lower course loads, part-time students who 
have severe skills deficiencies may not complete remediation within two acadomic years. 

The Council has previously reported (October 18, 1985 report to the Board of Higher 
Education on the "Character of Remedial Programs in New jersey Public Colleges and 
Universities, Fall 1984") the results of a special follow-up study of skills-deficient, 
part-time students. One finding in that study was that very few part-time students in 
need of remediation actually attend college for four consecutive semesters. 
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C. THE COLLEGES 



Preface to Reviews of Individual College Remedial Programs 

In preparing this report for the 1984 cohort, the Council and its Assessment 
Committee have used the following groups Tor comparison: (1) students identified as 
needing and completing remediation, (2) students identified as needing but not completing 
remediation, and (3) students identified as not needing remediation. A number of 
indicators were then examined in concert to arrive at a complete and fair assessment of 
each remedial program. An indicator ma* be a simple measurement, such as the 
percentage of students identified as needing remediation who were subsequently enrolled 
in remedial course work. Alternately, the term may refer to a more complex 
measurement, such as the difference between the performance of remediated students 
and that of non-remedial students in their first (subsequent) college-level course. No one 
indicator can say much about a program's success, but taken together and over time, 
multiple indicators can reveal a great deal about its effectiveness. 

In the past, the Assessment Committee has used such indicators, along with program 
narratives, to provide descriptions— especially aggregate, sector-wide descriptions -of 
the remedial programs across the state. However, in its resolution of February 20, 1987, 
the Board of Highei Education called for a more rigorous evaluation of the programs on 
an individual basis. The resolution reads in part: 

RESOLVED: That the Chancellor direct the Basic Skills Council to further 
specify how the multiple outcome indicators can be used to 
evaluate the effectiveness of remedial programs and to develop a 
review process which will identify the programs that arc 
effective and those that need to be improved. 

In response to the Board's call, the Committee endeavored to formulate specific 
judgments about individual programs in each skill area at each institution rather than 
simply to tabulate outcome measurements. 

To arrive at these judgments, standards and interpretive principles had to be 
established. One way to set numerical standards would have been to use the averages for 
the state or for a sector. The Council and its Committee rejected this descriptive 
approach since it fails to define success in any absolute terms. Moreover, such a relative 
standard would be based upon the status quo. On the other hand, any other approach to 
setting standards means adopting criteria that are subjective and therefore open to 
attack as arbitrary. Yet when subjective criteria express genuine consensus, they are not 
arbitrary: they define the true goals of a community or institution, and they allow a 
meaningful measurement of progress towards those goals. 

The key word in all this is consensus, and it was with consensus in mind that the 
Council asked institutions last year to suggest appropriate performance standards as part 
of their effectiveness submissions. This report, covering the 1984 cohort, employs 
provisional standards devised within the Committee. These standards have already 
undergone much debate and revision by the Assessment Committee and are employed 
here as reasonable starting points. We believe they are not much different from the 
performnr.ee goals any institution might <et for itself. A list of the provisional standards 
follows this preface. 
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Listed m this fashion, these provisional standards might seem little more than a 
numerical checklist against which individual program statistics could be simply tabulated 
as passing or failing. But such an approach is overly simplistic and would fail to draw the 
integrated conclusions that the multiple indicator approach can provide. It would also 
fail to place the outcome statistics within their crucial contexts— within the special 
circumstances and missions that are described only in an institution's companion text. It 
is for just this reason that the Committee has interrelated multiple outcomes and has 
formatted the program profiles under headings that address not statistics per se but the 
implicit effectiveness questions the statistics are meant to answer. The common format 
was used for each of the institutional program profiles. 

Perhaps more important than either the provisional standards or the profile format 
however, is the review process itself by which the Committee drew conclusions about ' 
program effectiveness. Above all, the process has been collaborative and 
sell-corrective. Each review began with a close examination of the program s data and 
narrative by a single Committee member, who then prepared a first draft for the full 
Committee's consideration. Assuming a role similar to a dissertation defense 
committee, the full Committee in turn vigorously challenged the accuracy, thoroughness 
and fairness of the draft writer's conclusions. After substantial debate, consensus would 
finally emerge, and the draft writer would be charged with making specific revisions to 
the review document before returning it to the group again for debate and ultimate 
approval. Several rounds of revision were frequently required for many program reviews 
In fact, in a typical full-day meeting, the committee managed to review only two or 
three institutional reports. 

This process was time-consuming, so much so that the conr'usions of this report may 
be somewhat dated, referring as they do to features that migln have been improved since 
the period covered by the cohort under study (1984-1986). Nevertheless, the development 
of the review methodology stands as an important contribution for the future. The 
process has yielded extraordinary benefits. The distribution of reviews allowed for 
diligent attention to the details of the program understudy. It precluded the dominance 
ot any one person's particular biases. Furthermore, it led to the Committee's 
re-examination of the indicators and standards used to evaluate programs. Indeed, the 
multiple revisions to this year's "Annual Basic Skills Questionnaire" (for the Fall 1987 
entering cohort) and "Guidelines for Preparation of the 1986-88 Institutional Report on 
Remedial Program Effectiveness" resulted from the debates over particular program 
reviews. With these improvements and with the basic development of the review process 
now accomplished, it is likely that future reports will be both more timely and more 
useful. 

The Council and the Committee wish to stress to the Board that though this f^rm of 
evaluation, which employs subjective assessment of objective data, is the best mode 
available, it is certainly not infallible. While most reports from the colleges are thorough 
and accurate, some are incomplete and still others possess internal contradictions which 
cannot always be resolved. The conclusions that follow must be understood as reflecting 
the honest attempt by diligent minds to interpret the institutional reports as received and 
to recognize in each the signs of programmatic strength as well as the areas that might 
be improved. 

With the issuing of this report, so newly evaluative in its emphasis, the Committee 
invites the colleges both to contribute more fully to statewide definitions of program 
performance standards and to interpret more productively the significance of their own 
program statistics. We invite a statewide discussion of standards and methods of 
assessment. 
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PROVISIONAL STANDARDS FOR EVALUATING 
REMEDIAL PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

Assessment Advisory Committee, New Jersey Basic Skills Council 
Review Cycle: Fall 1984 Cohort (Followed Through Spring *86) 



Policy Administration 

Students tested (percent of those required to be tested, all sectors). Full-time (FT) & 
Part-time (PT): 90%, in accordance with Board of Higher Education policy. 

Students enrolled in remediation within two semesters (percent of those identified as 
needing remediation, all sectors). FT: 90%, in accordance with Board of Higher 
Education policy. PT: no standard set. 

Note: The Assessment Committee has chosen not to apply this two-semester enrollment 
standard in the case of elementary algebra. Algebra students at most colleges must first 
satisfy a computation requirement; thus, the two mathematics skill areas can be linked in 
a way that postpones enrollment in algebra remediation. Holding colleges to the 
two-semester requirement in algebra would seem unreasonable if large numbers of the 
students must first take one or more computation courses. The committee is currently 
studying the extent to which such "linkages" exist. 

Students present fourth semester who had not yet begun remediation (of those identified 
as needing remediation, all sectors). FT: head count of 10 students. PT: no standard set. 

Placement Criteria 

NJCBSPT scaled scores below which students were placed into remediation (among the 
multiple criteria used to ascertain skills preparedness). All sectors: Reading 
Comprehension (NJCBSPT-RC), 161; Sentence Sense (-SS), 161; Essay, 8; Math 
Computation (-MC), 165; Elementary Algebra (-EA), 167. 

The above provisional standards for -RC, -SS, -MC and -EA are identical to the minima 
uniformly adopted (in 1982) by the county college presidents; thus, they represent some 
measure of consensus among college- in the largest sector. Further, each of these scaled 
scores corresponds to the "lack proficiency" cutoff established by the Basic Skills 
Council. It should be kept in mind, therefore, that these cutoffs represent minimal (not 
optimal) placement criteria. 

Cut-scores on the NJCBSPT and the mix of criteria that can be used for placement 
decisions are not dictated by Board mandate; rather, these choices are left to the 
individual colleges to make, in keeping with the local missions and goals of the respective 
institutions and the nature of the populations of students to be served. The committee's 
purpose here was to establish a common frame of reference for commenting on the 
appropriateness of whatever standards were used. In its view, no institution should set 
placement criteria below the "floor" levels set by the Council. 

Other review considerations: Were the same standards used for all students? Were the 
exit criteria at least as rigorous as the college's original placement criteria? 
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Remedial Course Outcomes 



pS^W-rf 24 ?. /or /inol level of remediation (percent of those enrolled in final-level course, 
FT & PT). County Colleges: 70%. State Colleges, Rutgers & NJIT: 80%. 

Retesting (post-testing) of students who successfully completed their final-level remedial 
course work (percent of those passing the final-level course who attained the minimum 
level on the retest/post-test, FT & PT combined). The committee has not as yet set a 
provisional standard on this indicator. Nonetheless, comment was made, where 
appropriate, along the following lines: Was retesting/post-testing conducted and reported 
for all areas? Were retests/post-tests administered to all students completing final-level 
remedial courses? Did the institution report data for the specified cohort or for some 
mixture of cohorts? Is the proportion of students reported to have reached the minimum 
level especially high? Especially low? 

Note that these data for the Fall 1984 cohort were submitted prior to the Board of Higher 
Education s specific resolution on post-testing. The first group of entering students 
under the mandate is the Fall '87 cohort. Nevertheless, the 1284-86 reporting guidelines 
called for the submission of data on post-testing. 

Data on post-testing for these reporting purposes has little to dn with the documenting of 
uidividual student gains. The central question being asked is the same as that asked 
during the original placement testing: did the students have the skills to succeed in 
college-level courses? Since it makes more sense to think of these data as the aggregate 
results of a second sitting of a placement test, the Basic Skills Council prefers the term 
retesting. c 

Subsequent Academic Performance 

Passing -ate for first (subsequent) college-level course in skill area, students who needed 
and completed remediation vs. non-remedial students (percent of those enrolled for each 
study group, FT only). The standard takes the form of the expected difference in 
percentage points of remediated groups' s performance below that of the non-remedial 
group. All sectors: 5. 

Cumulative GPA (fourth semester) greater than or equal to 2.0, students who needed and 
completed remediation vs. non-remedial students (percent of each study group, FT only) 
Ihe standard takes the form of the expected difference in percentage points of the 
remediated group's performance below that of the non-remedial group. County 
Colleges: 20. State Colleges, Rutgers & NJIT: 15. 

Retention rate, students who needed and completed remediation vs. non-remedial 
students (percent of each study group present in the fourth semester, FT only). All 
sectors: value for remediated group equal to that for non-remedial group. 

The Basic Skills Council recognizes that this is a high standard. Moreover, absolute value 
comparisons among institutions are especially misleading and should be avoided. 

Successful survival rate (based on cumulative GPA, fourth semester), students who 
needed and completed remediation vs. non-remedial students (percent of each study 
group, FT only). The standard is in the form of the expected difference in percentage 
points of remediated group's performance below that of the non-remedial group. County 
Colleges: 10. State Colleges, Rutgers & NJIT: 7. 

© 43 
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Additional Considerations 



Relationship among the indicators. Was the picture painted by each indicator consistent 
with the story told by the other indicators? 

Discrepancies among skill areas within an institution. Were there sizable differences 
among the skill areas in the outcomes depicted by each of the indicators? 

Longitudinal trends. In comparing these data to those submitted for the previous review 
cycle (i.e., Fall, 1983 entering cohort followed through Spring, 1985), were there readily 
apparent directional trends? 

Overall complete, thorough and accurate data collection and reporting, in accordance 
with the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 
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HOW TO READ THE GRAPHS 



m . T f h , e naf«*»ye P roflle of the remedial programs at each college is accompanied by a 
g.aph that depicts program performance (principally for full-time students) on eight 
omcome indicators (see sample graph with annotations on next page). The graph shows 
performance on each indicator relative to a (provisional) standard. These standards are 
indicated by horizontal bars. 

pnmii^ dard H r^i ^ T" 1 th J? e , indicators de P icted (Le., testing, two-semester 
enrollmeni and final-level remedial course passing rate) are each fixed at a specific 
percentage value. In contrast, standards for the last four indicators displayed (i e , first 
college-level course passing rate, retention, GPA and SSR) are defined relative to the 
performance of the non-remedial student comparison group at a given institution (and 
thus placement of the horizontal bar in these instances varies from program to program) 
(Refer to the preceding section on provisional standards.) 

In reading a graph, recall that the two-semester enrollment standard does not apply 
in the case of elementary algebra. Further, a provisional standard for retesting fretest 
mm") has not yet been set. 6K 

A key to the symbols used appears at the bottom of each page of graphs. A sample 
graph with annotations follows. y 
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REMEDIAL PROGRAM PROFILE 

SAMPLE GRAPH 
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1984-86 



ATLANTIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

Atlantic Community College tested 90% of its full-time and 70% of part-time students. 
These testing percentages for both full- and part-time students were lower than for the 
1983 cohort (98% and 87% respectively), and in the case of part-L.ae students fell short 
of the requirement to test 90%. 

Of the students needing remediation in reading, writing and math computation, the 
college enrolled 96%, 94%, and 90% respectively in appropriate remedial courses within 
two semesters. These rates were higher than similar rates for the 1983 cohort and met 
the Board's minimum standard of 90%. 

No data were reported on the number of students who were present in the fourth 
semester but not yet enrolled in required remedial courses; thus, the cd'ege did not 
fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. Further, the college 
apparently did not offer remediation in elementary algebra. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. In 1984, a score of 166 on the NJCBSPT-RC was used as the 
placement criterion, which met and was five points higher than the provisional standard. 
Forty-nine percent of full-time and 51% of part-time students were identified for 
reading remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-four percent (as compared to 80% for the previous 
cohort) of full-time students who enrolled in the final level of remediation in reading 
passed the course. This met the provisional standard, as did the passing .ate of ?*% for 
part-t!me students. No retest data 'ere provide hus, the college did not fulfill the 
reporting guidelines of the Basic Skihs Council. 

Subsequent Academic Perf name. Ninety- three percent of remediated students, 
compared to 78% of non-remedial students, passed the subsequent college-level course, 
which met the provisional standard. This was the reverse of the typical pattern and a 
positive indicator of the program's effectiveness. 

Seventy-eight percent of remediated students and 86% of the non remedial students had 
a cumulative GPA of "C" or above; the performance differential of eight percentage 
points met the provisional standard. :.iterestingly, however, 63% of the students who did 
not complete remediation and were present in the fourth semester also had a cumulate 
GPA of M C" or above. 

The retention rate at /our semester*, for the remediated group (46%) was lower than the 
retention rate for the non-remedial group (51%); thus, the difference did not meet the 
provisional standard. It is worth noting that a large percentage (35%) of students who had 
not completed remediation returned ir the fourth semester. The SSR for the remediated 
group was eight percentage points lower than the SSR for tne non- remedial students (36% 
vs. 44%). This difference met the provisional standard. 
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In summary, the use of a comparatively high placement criterion in reading, the high 
passing rate, m the remedial reading course, and the high passing rate for the remediated 
students m the subser^ent college-level course were positive indicators of remedial 
program effectiveness. However, the lack of retest and other key data made the 
interpretation of these outcomes inconclusive. 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion of 163 on the NJCBSPT-SS met the 
provisional standard and was two points above it. That only 23% of the cohort (full-time 
as well as part-time students) were identified by this placement criterion, however was 
surprising and seemingly inconsistent with the high percentage from the same student 
body identified for remediation in reading, 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-three percent of full-time students who enrolled in 
the writing remediation course passed it. Of the part-time group, 73% passed. Both 
rates met the provisional standard. No retest data were provided; thus, the college did 
not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-two percent of the remediated students and 
86% of non-remedial students passed the subsequent college course in writing. The 
passing rate difference of 14 percentage points did not meet the provisional standard 
Sixty-five percent of the remediated students had a four-semester cumulative GPA of 
"C" or above compared to 82% of the non-remedial students; the difference met the 
provisional standard. 

The retention rate (47%) for remediated students was slightly higher than the rate for the 
non-remedial students (46%), and therefore met the provisional standard. Remediated 
students as a group had a cumulative SSR of 31% versus 38% for the non-remedial 
students; the performance gap met the provisional standard. 

A positive result in the area of writing appeared to be the high passing rate in the 
remedial course. On the other hand, the lack of retest results and the low passinp rate 
for remediated students in the subsequent college-level course raised questions about the 
effectiveness of the remedial program in general and the passing standards in the 
remedial course in particular. 
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Placement Criteria. The college's placement criterion of 165 on the NJCBSPT-MC met 
the provisional standard. It resulted in 53% of the full-time cohort and 61% of the 
part-time cohort being identified for remediation. 



Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-nine percent of the full-time students v vho were 
enrolled in the remedial course in computation passed it. Seventy-two percent of the 
part-time students also passed. Both rates met the provisional standard. No retest 
results were provided; thus, the institution did not fulfill the Council's reporting 
guidelines. 



Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-seven percent of remediated and 81% of 
non-remedial students passed the first (subsequent) college-level course. This difference 
in passing rates met the provisional "tandard. 

Seventy- four percent of remediated students had a cumulative GPA of "C" or above, 
compared to 91% of non- remedial students. The difference met the provisional standard. 
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Remediated students were retained in greater proportion (56%) than were the 
non-remadial students (47%), which met the provisional standard. The remediated group 
exhibited a cumulative SSR of 42%, compared to 43% for the non- remedial group; the 
difference met the provisional standard. 

In sum, the high passing rate in the remedial course and favorable passing rate of 
remediated students in the first college-level course were positive signs of 
effectiveness. Unfortunately, the lack of retest data made it difficult to fully interpret 
these outcomes. 

Elementary Algebra 

The college provided no data on elementary algebra. 

Overview 

Strengths 

Atlantic Community College was able to test and enroll at least 90% of its full-time 
students and had good passing rates in all of its remedial courses. 

For writing and computation, remediated students were retained in greater percentages 
than their non-remedial counterparts. 

Students completing remediation in reading performed well in the first (subsequent) 
college-level course. 

Areas of Concern 

Testing of part-time students lagged behind the Board's minimum requirement; 
appropriate administrative procedures should be developed by the college to address this 
problem. 

The apparent lack of a remedial program in elementary algebra is of great concern. 

The college did not furnish key data, and did not organize data that were submitted in 
accordance with the standardized table layouts. 

The lack of retest data in all skill areas made interpretation of the data that were 
provided inconclusive. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

The college might assess the reasons for the relatively good retention and performance 
rates among students not completing remediation, p* 'icularly in reading. 

Atlantic might consider whether the frequent programmatic changes referenced in the 
institutional report were made with sufficient itference to and feedback from the 
effectiveness assessment data. 

The college might examine the passing standards in the remed,ai writing course, in light 
of the weak performance of remediated students in the subsequent college level writing 
course. 
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ATLANTIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

RemediaJ Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 



1984-86 
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NUMBER PRESENT (4-SEM) BUT NOT ENROLLED 



5' 



PROVISIONAL STAN0ARD 5 10STUOENTS 
READING N/A 
WRITING N/A 
COMPUTATION N/A 
ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
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BERGEN COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

In 1984, Bergen Community College tested 99% of the full-time and 93% of the 
part-time students required to be tested, and thus satisfied the Board's minimum testing 
requirement. The full-time testing rate was commendable. Moreover, similar high rates 
were reported for the previous (1983) cohort. 

Of the full-time students identified for remediation in English skills (a course sequence 
which integrated reading and writing instruction) and/or computation, 87% and 88% 
respectively had enrolled in the remedial courses within two semesters. Neither rate met 
the Board s minimum enrollment standard. In algebra, 45% of the identified, full-time 
students had enrolled in remedial courses within two semesters (a two-semester 
enrollment standard for elementary algebra has not been set). 

Only three full-time students identified for Bergen's supplemental writing course (see 
description under Writing) persisted in the fourth semester without having enrolled in il^e 
course, which met the provisional standard. In the three othtjr skill areas, however, the 
numbers of such students who had yet to begin the i.ecessar> remediation in the fourth 
semester were higher: 14 for the integrated reau*ng/writing area, 19 for computation .jid 
225 for elementary algebra. Each of these latter values did not meet the provisional 
standard. The exceedingly high number in the case of algebra, although worrisome, was 
largely an artifact of the record keeping system at Bergen. 1 

Remedial Areas 

Reading/Writing (English Skills I & II) 

Placement Criteria. Bergen offered a two-semester course sequence in verbal skills, 
with integrated reading and writing instruction. Upon successful completion of the 
final-level course in the sequence, students then went on to college- lev el English 
composition classes. The placement criterion used (for the upper-level remedial course) 
was an average of 151 on the NJCBSPT-RC and -SS. This cutoff was consonant with the 
provisional standards. Forty-five percent of the full-time and 33% of the part-time 
students were identified for this skill area. 



l Due to a change in the general education requirements for degrees end certificates at 
the college, not all of the students who were initially identified for elementary algebra 
(for purposes of reporting in accordance with (he guidelines of the Basic Skills Council)^ 
were required to take remedial courses in algvbra. Whether a student actually "needed" ^ 
algebra was confirmed only in retrospect at the point of graduation; algebra was required 
only if the student had elected college-level math or certain sciences courses as the 
means for satisfying the general education requirement. Since most students in the 
cohort were not ready lo graduafe until after the /our-semester reporting period, the 
reported 'number not yet enrolled in remediation by the fourth semester' did not 
accurately reflect those students who were in need of satisfying t h e remedial 
requirement. 



Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final-level course, 82% of 
the full-time and 89% of the part-time students passed. Both rates met the provisional 
standard. No retest data were provided; thus, the college did not fulfill the reporting 
guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. y 8 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level English 
composition course, the passing rate f. the remediation-completed students (76%) 
exceeded that of non-remedial students (72%); the difference met the provisional 
standard. Sixty-five percent of the remediated students had cumulative GPA's of ' °" or 
above, compared to 83% of the non-remediated students; this 18 percentage- point 
difterence also met the provisional standard. 

Remediation-completed students returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate than 
the non-remedial students (56% vs. 46%), vvhif h met the provisional standard. Moreover 
the Sb^ s of both groups were the same (37%j, which met the provisional standard. 

In summary, the available remedial course and follow-up outcomes for Bergen s 
reading/writing program were uniformly positive. Unfortunately, the absence of retest 
data made it difficult to fully interpret these positive signs. 

Writing (Directed Studies in Writing) 

Placement Criteria. "Directed Studies in Writing" was a one-credit, computer-assisted 
ana managed supplement to Bergen's college-level English Composition course, for those 
T Nn-n£ni e i°^ er T d nJ the coll ege-level placement range. Students whose scores on 
the NJ ^BSPT-RC and -SS averaged to between 161 and 164 took this supplemental 
course concurrently with English Composition I. Fourteen percent of the full-time and 
11% Oi the part-time students in the 1984 cohort were identified for this extra h»lp. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in Directed Studies in Writing 73% 
of the full-time students and 66% of the part-time students passed the course The 
full-time rate met the provisional standard (and reflected a 13 percentage-point 
improvement over results for the 1983 cohort) bui the part-time rate did not No retest 
data were provided; thus, the institution did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The students who successfully completed this 
supplemental course passed their next (subsequent) college-level course at a higher rate 
than did the non-remedial comparison group (92% vs. 84%), which met the provisional 
standard and was a reversal of the typical pattern. These passing rates were high The 
college-level course used for this analysis was English Composition II, since this was the 
course taken subsequent to completion of Directed Studies in Writing. Seventy-seven 
percent of the remediated stucents had GPA's at or above "C," compared to 85% of the 
non-remedial students. The difference in GPA performance (eight percentage points) 
met the provisional standard. 

Hie re'ontion rate for completers (61%) exceeded that for the non-remedial comparison 
group (45%), which met the provisional standard. In addition, the SSR for completers 
(46%) was higher than that of the non-remedial students (38%), which met the provisional 
standard and was a reversal o e the typical pattern. 

In short, the follow-up results for Directed Studies in Writing were positive. 
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Computation 



Placement Criteria. Bergen used i score of 168 on the NJCBSPT-MC to place its 
students. This met the provisional standard and was three scaled-score points above it. 
The criterion resulted in the identification of 63% of the full-time and 59% of the 
part-time students in the 1984 cohort. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-one percent of both the full-time and part-time 
students passed the lemedial compuiatiua course; the rates met the provisional standard. 
No retest data were supplied, thus, the institution did not fulfill the Council's reporting 
guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Of the remediated students who were followed in 
the first (subsequent) college-level math course, 67% passed. This passing rate exceeded 
that for the non-remedial students (62%); the difference met the provisional standard and 
was a reversal of the typical pattern. Further, 73% of the completers had cumulative 
GPA's at or above XT compared to 80% of ihe non-remedial students; this seven-point 
difference also met the provisional standard. 

Both the retention comparison (57% for remedial completers vs. 49% for non-remedial 
students) and the SSR comparison (41% vs. 39% respectively) yielded positive results in 
favor of the remediated students. Both sets cf outcomes met the provisional standards 
and argued for a successful program. The absence of retest data, however, made it 
difficult to interpret these positive signs. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. Bergen used for placement a score of 184 on the NJCBSPT-EA, 
which met the provisional standard and was 17 scaled-score points above it. This high 
standard matched the boundary between the Basic Skills Council's "appear proficient" 
and "appear proficient in some areas" categories on the test. In 1984, the college 
identified 89% of its full-time and 90% of its part-time students for remedial -algebra. 
However, not all identified students were, in fact, required to take the algebra course 
(see footnote). 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students who enrolled in remedial algebra. 66% of 
the full-timers and 73% of the par.-timeTS passed the course. The part-time rate met 
the provisional standa. but ». full-tine rate did not. No retest data weie provided; 
hence the college did not fulfil' the Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The performance of the algebra-remediated group 
of students in their first (subsequent) college-level math course did not compare 
favorably to the non-remedial students (65% vs. 83% respectively passed the course). 
The 18 percentage-point difference did not meet the provisi. nal standard. The small 
sample (N=12) of non-remedial students chosen for tais follow up, however, raised 
questions about the meaningfulness of the comparisor ^he cumulative CPA's of the 
remedial completers (82% at or above a "C") compare. A to those of the non-remedial 
students (88%); the difference between the two groups .t the ; rov isional standard. 

Both the retention rate and SSR for the remedial completers exceeded the comparable 
rates for the non-remedial students (64% vs. 46%, and 52% vs. 41%). Thus, outcomes on 
both indicators met the provisional standards (and the SSR results were a reversal of the 
typical pattern). 



Overview 



Strengths 

Bergen should be commended for its high testing rate for full-time students The 
college s testing rate for part-time students also satisfied the Board's minimum testing 
requirement. ° 

Retention of remediated students (all areas) exceeded that of the non-remedial students. 

The available remedial course and follow-up outcomes for Bergen's reading/writing 
Directed Studies in Writing and computation programs were positive, almost without 
exception. Indeed, the remedial completers outperformed the non-remedial students in 
first (subsequent) college-level course passing rates (all three areas) and SSR's (two of 
the areas). Although results for algebra were mixed, here too the GPA and SSR 
comparisons were highly favorable. The preponderance of positive outcomes would 
suggest a successful remedial effort across all areas. Unfortunately, the absence of key 
data (and problems with certain data that were submitted in the case of algebra) made it 
difficult to fully interpret these positive bigns. 

Areas of Concern 

The two-semester enrollment rates for identified, lull-time students in the 
reading/writing and computation areas dipped below the Board's u .nimum enrollment 
standard. Moreover, too many students in three of the remedial aiea? persisted in the 
fourth semester without having begun the necessary remedial instruction. The institution 
should address these shortcomings. 

No retest data were submitted by the college. In addition, data submitted for the 
subsequent college-level course follow up in algebra afforded a .neaningless comparison 
Because of these limitations, the picture painted by the other indicators, although 
tavorable, was inconclusive. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Enquiry 

Data on the placement of students in the remedial algebra course were problematic (see 
footnote). The institution's report indicated that "...not all of the students shown as 
deficient are required to remove this deficiency." In this regard, the format requested by 
the Basic Skills Council may hrve placed Bergen at a disadvantage since the submitted 
figures likely were not refler.iive of the college's remedial efforts in algebra The 
institution might conduct a retrospective study to ascertain whether the students who 
were required to take elementary algebra received timely remedial assistance. 

The institutional report listed other areas that might be improved, including: There is a 
need for more careful record keeping for students who are given waivers and/or pass 
challenge exams. There appear to be false counts in the didn't need remediation 
group..." Hopefully the college is striving to remedy this deficiency. 

In addition, Bergen r' ht reexamine the appropriateness of its placement criterion in 
algebra, as suggest? the author of the institutional report: "The huge mimbcts of 
students placed in al*. ora remediation continue to raise a question about the cut-off 
score. It is still the highest of any college, two-year or four-year, in New Jersey 
Further study is necessary..." 
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BROOKDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE* 



Policy Administration 

The percentage of full-time students tested (96%) met the 90% minimum requirement of 
the Board. However, only 89% of the part-time students were tested, and this just 
missed the minimum requirement. Of the students in the Fall 1S84 cohort who were in 
need of remediation, the college enrolled within two semesters 95% in reading, 96% in 
writing, and 74% in computation. Ti 3 figures for reading and writing met the Board's 
minimum requirement but that for computation did net and was 16 percentage points 
below the standard. In addition. 41% of the full-time students identified for elementary 
algebra were enrolled in remedial algebra courses within two semesters (no two-semester 
enrollment standard has been set for algebra). 



Ten identified students who had not begun remediation in reading, four m writing, 32 in 
computation and 47 in algebra were present in the fourth semester. Thus, in reading and 
writing, the college met the provisional standard. However, in the mathematics areas, 
Brookdale missed the provisional standard by a significant margin. The institution 
reported that elementary algebra remediation was recommended but not required of 
students with low NJCBSPT scores. This policy may have been the reason for the low 
enrollments in the algebra skill area. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. Students were placed in remedial reading courses on the basis of 
NJCBSPT-RC scores below 164 (which met the provisional standard) and additional 
testing using the Nelson-Denny Reading Test which was done on the first day of class. 
For the 1984 cohort, 42% of full-time and 38% of part-time students were identified fcr 
reading. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 394 students who enrolled in reading, 74% passed the 
final-level course. Of the 177 part-time enrollees, 66% passed. The full-time passing 
rate met the provisional standard but the part-time rate did not. Retesting using the 
Nelson-Denny Test has been done since 1974. However, the college was unable to report 
the data in aggregate form; thus, Brookdale did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of the 
Basic Skills Council. 



*Brookdale uses a unique "non- punitive" grading system (2.0 to 4.0) which is reflective of 
its college-wide educational pnilosophy. A "D" (or 1.0) is not considered a passing grade 
and is not assigned. To pass a course a student must earn a grade of at least a "C." 
Non-passing grades are not numerically reflected (as 1.0's or 0.0's) in the student s CPA 
as they would be at other institutions. Therefore, the GPA-faased indicators (e.g. percent 
at or above "C" and SSR) are not interpretafale within the Committee's frame of 
reference. Thus, while the college fulfilled the reporting guidelines calling for data, 
these data could not be used in this evaluation. 
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Eighty-one percent of the students who completed 
llTtTT m readin § P a , ssed the first (subsequent) college-level course as compared to 
niDA ?\ the n ° n - reiTledial students, which met the provisional standard. Brookdale's 
GPA data could not be used in this evaluation (see footnote). 

Of the students who completed remediation in reading, 53% returned in Spring 1986 as 
compared tc » 499/ i of the students who did not need remediation, which met the provisional 
standard. The college s SSR data could not be used in this evaluation (see footnote). 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. The placement criteria for writing, an NJCBSPT-S3 score of 162 
(which met the provisional standard) and a locally developed and scored writing sample 
resulted in the identification for remediation of 35% of full-time students and 30% of' 
part-time students. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final level of remeuiation in writing was passed by 75% 
of the full-time students and 71% of the part-time students. Both rates met the 
provisional standard. Although retesting was conducted using a locally developed 
holistically scored essay, the data were not provided; thus, the college did not fulfilfthe 
Council s reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Of the students who completed remediation in 
writing, 77% passed the first college-level course, as compared to 82% for the 
non-remedial students; the difference mei the provisional standard. Brookdale's GPA 
data could not be used in this analysis (see footnote). 

Students who completed remediation in writing returned in Spring 1986 at a rate of 53% 
which was slightly higher than the rate for students who did not need remediation (50%)' 
The difference in retention rates met the provisional standard. The college' s SSR data 
could not be used in this analysis (see footnote). 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. The college's placement criterion for computation, a score of 166 
°c u NJ CBSPT - MC ' met the provisional standard. Use of the criterion resulted in 46% 
of the full-time and 51% of the part-time students being identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcome?. Of the 338 full-time enrollees in the final-level remedial 
course, 70% passed. Among part-time enrollees, 85% passed. Both rates met the 
provisional standard. No retest data were provided; thus, the college did not fulfill the 
Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 21% of the students who completed 
remediation in computation passed the college-level math course as compared to 54% for 
the non-remedial students (which did not meet the provisional standard) This 
comparison however was difficult to interpret because the rate for remedial completers 
was based on follow-up results for only 28 of the 238 full-time students who passed the 
computation course. The college's GPA data could not be used in this analysis (see 
footnote). 

Fifty-eight percent of the students who completed remediation in computation returned 
in the fourth semester as compared to 51% of the students who did not need remediation 
(which met the provisional st^ir'ard). The institution's SSR data could not be treated in 
this analysis (see footnote). 
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Elementary Algebra 



Placement Criteria. An NJCBSPT-EA algebra score of 171 was used as the criterion for 
placement, which met the provisional standard and was four points above it. Sixty-six 
percent of the full-time and 65% of the part-time students were identified for 
remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Sixty-four percent of the full-time students who were 
identified for elementary algebra passed the final level of remediation. Of the 123 
part-time enrollees, 63% passed. Neither percentage met the provisional standard. No 
retest data were provided; thus, the college did not fulfill the reporting sidelines of the 
Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 40% of the students who completed 
remediation in algebra passed the first (subsequent) college-level course, compared to 
65% of the non-remedial comparison group. The difference in the passing rates did not 
meet the provisional standard. Further, the fact that substantially less than half the 
remediated students were able to pass the college-level math course should be of concern 
to the college. Brookdale s GPA data could not be used in this evaluation (see footnote). 

Seventy-five percent of the students who completed remediation returned for the fourth 
semester compared to 53% of the students who did not need remediation. The high 
retention rate for the completers met the provisional standard and exceeded it by 22 
percentage points. As in the other skill areas, the institution's SSR data could not be 
used in this analysis (see footnote). 

Overview 

Strengths 

The college has been effective in testing its studeh., ^id in enrolling high percentages in 
remedial reading and writing courses. 

Pass, g rates in remedial reading, writing and computation courses all met the provisional 
standard. 

The retention rates for remediation-completed students in all four areas excee led those 
for the non-remedial students, and by a wide margin in the case of elementary algebra. 

Areas of Concern 

No data were furnished on retesting in any skill area, despite mention throughout the 
institution 1 s report that such testing was conducted in reading and writing. The absence 
of these data added to the difficulty of assessing the effectiveness of the remedial 
programs. 

The percentage of identified students who enrolled within two semesters in computation 
did not meet the Board' s minimum standard. Also, too many identified students were 
present after four semesters without having enrolled in needed computation or algebra 
courses. The institution should address these administrative weaknesses. 

The enrollment rates in the remedial algebra area were low, apparently due to the 
"recommended" nature of the remediation. Further, passing rates in remedial algebra for 
those who did enroll were low. Perhaps of even greater concern, the passing rates in first 
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(subsequent) college-level courses for the students who successfully completed their 
remedial math requirements (albeit based on only 28 students) missed the provisional 
standard by a wide margin The entire set of college policies and practices regarding 
elementary algebra should be reviewed by the college. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

Brookdale's unique grading system made it impossible to assess adequately two critical 
indicators or effectiveness, namely GPA and SSR. Because the college's GPA andSSR 
data were not meaningful to the committee (i.e., they could not be related to the 
provisional standards), the effectiveness of Brookdale's programs could not be 
ascertained. For purposes of reporting to the state, inoicators of student progress that 
are built in accordance with the institution's own frames of reference must be developed 
so that Brookdale s outcomes can be understood and evaluated. Brookdale's Academic 
Progress regulation provides for a measurement of student progress based upon 
comparisons of credits attempted versus credits earned, on a semester and cumulative 
basis. Perhaps this measurement might serve as the basis for developing these important 
indicators. r 
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BURLINGTON COUNTY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

In 1984, Burlington County College tested 97% of its full-time students and 95 0/ o of its 
part-time students. Both rates met the Board of Higher Education's minimum standard 
of 90%. 

Of the full-time students identified for remediation in reading, writing and computation, 
the college enrolled 87%, 99% and 82% respectively in appropriate remedial courses 
within two semesters. The enrollment rate for writing met the Board's two-semester 
enrollment standard or 9(P/o whereas the rates foi reading and computation did not. In 
addition, 41% of the full-time students who needed remedial algebra were enrolled in 
algebra courses within two semesters (no standard has been set for two-semester algebra 
enrollment). 

Ninety-one full-time students (20%) who were identified for remediation in reading and 
were present in the fourth semester had not yet begun the necessary course work. This 
represented an increase from the previous cycle (i.e., 25 students, 7% reported for 
1983-85) and did not meet the provisional standard. For writing, only two such students 
had not yet enrolled in the required course which met the provisional standard; for 
computation, the r <mber was 16 (4%), and for elementary algebra the number was 68 
(15%). Although the present but not enrolled' figures for buth area., of mathematics 
represented an improvement over the previous cycle (i.e., 42 students, 11% u.id 75 
students, 19% respectively were reported for 1983-85), nevertheless they did not meet 
the provisional standard of 10 or fewer such students. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. A score of 167 on the NJCBSPT-RC was used as a cutoff for 
placement in remedial reading, which met the provisional standard and exceeded it by six 
points. This criterion resulted in 62% of the full-time cohort and 54% of the part-time 
cohort being identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-two percent of the full-lime and 80% of the 
part-time cohorts who took remediation in reading passed the final-level course. T^cse 
passing rates met the provisional standard of 70% or this indicator. 

Alth ' 'he college conducted retesting in reading, data were not provided on the 
percen if students who reached the minimum level; thus, the college did not fulfill 
the guiQmines of the Basic Skills Council. (However, refer to the explanation given under 
Overview-Areas of Concern.) 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy percent of th*, remediated students passed 
the first (subsequent) college-level course, compared to 68% for the no:*- remedial group; 
the difference in performance between the two study groups met tht provisional 
standard. Fifty-five percent of the remedial completers atU/ied GPA's of H C or 
better, compared to 78% of the non-remedial students; the gap of 23 percer ige points in 
relative performance did not meet the provisional standard. 



Remedial completers returned in the fourth semester at a greater rate than did the 
non-remedial students (60% vs. 39%). The difference in retention met the provisional 
standard and exceeded it by 21 percentage points. As a result, and despite the weak 
«V\ S ' L r . emediaI completers outperformed the non-remedial students o. ^SR (33% vs 
30%), which met the provisional standard. 

Writing 

fu aC MTo2i£ ri J. e / ia ', T ? e coIIege ^ as its Placement criterion a cutoff score of 162 on 
the NJLBSPT-SS, which met the provisional standard. This resulted in 53% of the 
full-time and 47% of the part-time students being identified for remediation in writing. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-seven percent of the full-time students and 65% of 
the part-timers who had enrolled in the final-level course passed it; the full-time passing 
rate met the provisional standard but the rate for part-time students did not. Data were 
not iurnished for retesting, even though the institution's report indicated that such 
testing was conducted; thus, the institution did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic 
bkills Council. (However, see explanation given under Overview-Areas of Concern.) 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-two percent of the remediated students 
passed the first (subsequent) college-level course, and a like percentage of the 
non-remedial students also passed; the difference between the groups met the provisional 
standard. On the GPA indicator, however, the remedial completers as a group fei' 24 
percentage points in performance below the non-remedial group (49% vs. 73%), which did 
not meet the provisional standard. This relative performance, nonetheless, represented 
an improvement of eight percentage points over that reported for the previous cohort. 

A higher percentage of remediation-completed students (53%) than non-remedial 
students (50%) returned in the fourth semester, which met the provisional standard The 
remediated group exhibited an SSR of 26% compared to 36% for the non-remedial 
students; the difference met the provisional standard, chiefly ov ig to the high retention 
rate of the remedial completers. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion used for computation, NJCBSPT-MC 169 
met the provisional standard aid exceeded it by four scaled-score points. In 1984, as a 
result, 60% of the full-time test-takers and 61% of the part-time i^l-takers were 
identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of tl . students who were enrolled in the final level of 
remediation, 72% of the full-timers and 79% of the part-timers passed the course, and 
both rates met the provisional standard. The college conducted retesting using a locally 
developed test, and all completers met the minimum level on the lest. To the college s 
Minle 3 re §E. ession equation was used to link scores on the local test with those on the 
NJCBSPT-MC; the minimum retest level reportedly translated to an NJCBSPT-MC 
scaled score of 174, which was higher than the placement criterion used. However 
information sufficient to determine the appropriateness of the regression equation was 
not provided. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Full-time students who ha u completed the remedial 
course passed the first (subsequent) college-level math course at the rate of 63% In 
contrast, seventy-nine percent of the non-remedial comparison group passed the 
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college-level course. The 16 percentage-point difference in pas ,n g rates between the 
f.vo student groups did not meet the provisional standard. Remedial completers also fell 
behind the non-;cmedial group in GPA at or above "C" (52% vs. 73%), which missed the 
provisional standard by one percentage point. 

A higher percentage of the remediated students were present in the fourth semester as 
compared with vhe non-remedial students (59% vs. 47%), which met the provisional 
standard. Thirty-one percent of the remedial completers "survived successfully" 
compared to 35% of the <on-remedial students; this four percentage point difference met 
the provisional standard. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. An NJCBSPT-EA score of 168 (which met the provisional standard) 
with NJC3SPT-.UC greater than 168 served as tne criteria for placement into elemenlary 
aigebra. Lsing these criteria, 60% of full-time students and 67% of part-time students 
were identified for algebra remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The percentages of enrolled students passing the final-level 
course were 72% for full-time students and 87% for pai. -timers; both percentages met 
the provisional standard of 70% for this indicator. Only thirty-five percent of the 
completers, however, met the minimum level on the retest, an in-houseinstrument 
derived from the NJCBSPT-EA. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent college-level course chosen for 
analysis, 69% of the remediated students passed, compared to 80% of the non-remedial 
students: the 11 percentage-point difference did not meet the provisional standard. Of 
the students completing remediation, 61% attained a GPA of C" or above, compared to 
' % of the non-i emedial students, the difference of 10 percentage points met the 
provisional standaid. 

Sixty-seven percent of remediation-completed students were present in the fourth 
semester; the retention of these students exceeded that of the non-remedial comparison 
group (49%) and thus met the provisional standard. The SSR of the completers (41%) also 
exceeded that of the non-remedial students (34%) and met the provisional standard. 

Overview 

Strengths 

The college succeeded in testing over 97% of its entering, fu '-time students. It also 
enrolled in appropriate courses within two semesters nearly all of those who needed 
remediation in writing. Burlington's high testing 'ate for part-time students (95%) was 
especially noteworthy. 

Passing rates in final-level remedial courses were relatively high in all areas. 

Across all skill areas, remediated students as a group were retained in greater 
percentages than were the non-remedial students. Accordingly, SSR's compared 
favorably as well. 

Passng rates in first (subsequent) college-level courses, for completers of remedial 
reading and writing programs, compared favorably to the passing rates for non-remedial 
students. 



ERIC 



-34-7 1 Q 



Areas of Concern 



Fewer than 90% of the full-time students who were identified for remediation in reading 
and computation had enrolled in appropriate remedial courses within two semesters. 
Further large numbers of identified students (in reading, computation and elementary 
algebra) were present in the fourth semester without having begun the necessary remedial 
course work. The college needs to address this administrative shortcoming. 

No retest data were furnished for reading and writing, despite the availability of such 
data m the previous review cycle. Note thai the college had a major chemical fire in 
August 1985; the institution reported that these records were among the materials 
destroyed or lost as a direct result of the fire. The absence of these data made 
interpretation of the other indicators difficult and inconclusive. 

Passing rates in subsequent college-level courses for remediaied mathematics students 
did not compare favorably with the rates for non-remedial students. 
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CAMDEN COUNTY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

In 1984, Camden County College met the Board's minimum requirement for basic skills 
testing: 94% of its full-time students and 92% of its part-time students were tested. 
Moreover, similar testing rates vere reported for the 1983 cohort. 

Two-semester enrollment rates ranging from 90 to 95 percent across the four skill areas 
(for identified, full-time students in the 1984 cohort) were given on the Basic Skills 
Council s "Annual Questionnaire." Yet these rates were contradicted by data in the 
institution' s effectiveness report: only 42 to 79 percent of full-time students in the 
cohort reportedly had eve^ enrolled in remedial ' jurses within four semsters (in reading, 
75%; writing, 79%; computation, 42%; and elementary algebra. 64%). Moreover, the 
college provided the following counts of full-time, identified students per skill area who 
were present in the fourth semester and had not yet begun the required remediation: in 
reading, 105; writing, 124, computation, 300; and in elementary algebra, 284. These 
excessively high numbers did not meet the provisional standard and should be of great 
concern to the college. 

Regarding the enrollment patterns in mathematics the institutional report stated "[that] 
relatively few students are reported as having attempted computation. This is because 
our data at the time did not show students who tested out. The fact remains [however] 
that many students attempt to delay math." 

The above ;untradiction was part of a larger problem Camden had in adequately reporting 
data in accordance with the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. In r ach of the four 
skill areas, fo, instance, the college provided data on only an unspecified fraction of its 
part-time students. These and other anomalies (mentioned below) were known to the 
author of the institutional report: Camden has always had a problem in a discrepancy 
between the Ns in the Questions re and the Effectiveness reports. The problem is that 
we are not recording all scores, and not all students are tested. Further, we do not have 
faith in the data base's ability to identify full-time versus part-time students." 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placew* \\t Criteria. The criterion used for placement in reading was an NJCBSPT RC 
score of 166, which met the provisional standard and was five scaled-score points above 
it. The college identified for reading 54% of its full-time students and 33% of an 
unspecified fraction of its part-time student , 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seveu.y-one percent cf the fall-time students and 69% of 
the part-time students passed the final-level remedial coure, the full time rate met the 
provisional standard but the part-time rate missed it by one percentage point. (In cases 
where students repeated the remedial course, final-attempt grades were us^d in 
determining these passing rates.) 

Camden's retest results, rather iSm being restricted to the specific cohort of interest, 
included data for all students who happened to be taking the remedial course along with 
students from the 1984 cohort (thus the college did not fulfill the Council s reporting 



guidelines). This aside, only 66% of the students who passed the final-level course 
nf ,L f t m i nimum on the ^test. Whether this result might have been due in 

part to the use of a high retest cutoff score could not be ascertained: the college 
reported its minimum as a raw score and did not identify - particular NJCBSPT form 

subsequent Academic Performance. The remediated students passed their first 
(subsequent) college-level course at a rate which was 7 percentage points lower than that 
of the non-remedial students (63% vs. 70% respectively); the difference did not meet the 

rpT S c° n ? ^. ndard u 0n ' the ° ther S" 4 78% of the ^media^d students had cumulative 

s . ot c or above, compared to 90% of the non-remedial students; this 12 
percentege-pomt difference met the provisional standard. 

Completers of remediation returned in the fourth semester at a rate of 52%-two points 
nn ceo !S °, r ^wn-remedial students (50%). This met the provisional standard. 
On SSR, the remediated students fell just four points behind the non-remedial comparison 
group (41% vs. 45%), and the difference met the provisional standard. comparison 

Writing 

Placement Criteri? Camden used an NJCBSPT-Composition (composite) score of 166 for 
placement in writing (which was consonant with the provisional standards) Note 
Sr, er, i ha i th f colle 8 e ' s composite scores were generated using local rather than 
LlS-standard ed Essay scores. In 1984. 53% of the full-time students and 40% of (an 
unspecified fraction of) part-time students were identified for remedial writing. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy percent of full-time and 72% of part-time 
enrollees passed the final-level remedial writing course; both rates met the provisional 
standard (In cases where students repeated the remedial course, final-attempt grades 
were used m determining these passing rates.) However, only 53% of the passing students 
attained the ^ ege's minimum score on the retest. These results were difficult to 
interpret on nt of the problematic minimum score that was given: a 29 on the 
Writing portion of the NJCBSPr (presumed to be a raw score on the NJCBSPT-SS) 
Further the retest data were not properly restricted to i. specific cohort of interes* 
(thus, the college did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines). 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Sixty-four percent of the remediated students 
passed the first (subsequent) college -lev el course, compared to 70% of the non-remedial 
students; the difference missed the provisional standard by one percer tage point The 
remedial completers fell only 8 percentage points behind the non-remedial group in th* 
percent attaining cumulative CPA's at or above "C" (81% vs. 89%). which met the 
provisional standard. 

Completers of writing remediation returned in the fourth semester at e rate which was 7 
percentage points higher than that for the non-remedial group (57% vs. 50%. which met 
the provisional standard). Further, both groups performed comparably on the SSR 
indicator (46% vs. 45%), which met the provisional standard. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. Camden used an NJCBSPT-MC score of 165 (which met the 
provisional standard) as its placement criterion for computation. In 19 f jt, 46% of the 
full-ume and 38% of the (unspecified fraction of) part-time students iv„.u i&'iitif.ed for 
remediation. Students who tested in at the level of computation were also required to 
^takeelemt ary algebra. 
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Students performed poorly in the final-level remedial 
course: only 29% of full-time and 33% of part-time enrollees passed. These passing 
rates did not meet the provisional standard. (In cases wnere students repeated the 
remedial course, final-attempt grades were used in determining these passing rates.) The 
remedial-course parsing rates, assuming they were accurate, represented a serious 
decline from the 59% (full-time) and 61% (part-time) reported for the 1983 cohort. 
Not 3, however, that the 1984-cohort rates were inconsistent with other data (noted 
below). These results, nonetheless, warrant examination by Camden's faculty. 

The college's retest results were also both worrisome and problematic. As in the other 
areas, these data for computation were not properly restricted to the specified research 
cohort (hence the college did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines). Still, the 
available data suggested that only half (50%) of the students who passed computation 
reached the college' s minimum score on the retest. In contrast, the result reported for 
the 1983 cohort was 100%. (The college's minimum score in both instan es, an 
NJCBSPT-MC raw score of 19, likely corresponded to a scaled score of 165-166, since 
the raw-to-scaled score conversion for this test has remained stable over the years.) The 
college acknowledged this discrepancy in its own report: "There is something 
wrong.. .since all students earning a passing grade in basic math must by definition earn 
passing grades on the post-test..." 

Subsequent Academic Performance. All of Camden's follow-up outcomes for 
computation-remediat d students must be viewed with caution, since the number 
reported in this category (256) greatly exceeded ihe number reported as having passed the 
remedial course (57), and since the college reported no students as having satisfied 
remedial course requirements through other means. 

Rem ited students" reportedly passed their f rst (subsequent) college level course at 
the ra^ of 66%, 3 percentage points higher than the rate the non-remedial students 
(63%); this met the provisional standard and was a revers the typical pattern. In 
view of the large number of remediated students who did not attain the college's retest 
minimum,- this result was surprising and unexplained. Eighty-one percent of the former 
group had cumulative GPA s at or above "C," compared to 88% for the non- remedial 
group; the seven percentage-point differ3nce met the provisional standard. 

The remediated students returned in tne fourth semester at a higher rate (55%) than the 
non-remedial students (51%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR's for both 
student groups were equal (45%), which met the provisional standard. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. For algebra, Camden used an MJCBSPT-EA score of 175, which met 
the provisional standard and was eight scaled-score points above it. In 1984, 77% of the 
full-time students and 40% of (an unspecified fraction of) the part-time students were 
identified for elementary algebra. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students who enrolled in the remedial cour , 66% of 
Loth the full-time and part-time students passed (which did not meet the provisional 
standard). (In cases where students repeated the remedial course, final-attempt grades 
were used in determining these passing rates.) As in the other skill areas, retest results 
were not properly restricted to the cohort of interest (hence the college did not fulfill the 
guidelines of the Bar z Skills Council). Only fifty-one percent of the students who passed 
the remedial course attained the college's minimum on the retest. 
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Surprisingly, remedial completers passed the first 
subsequent) college-level course at a higher rate than did the non-remedial students 
(66% vs. 63%), which met the provisional standard and was « reversal of the typical 
pattern. Fighty-four percent of the remediated students had CPA's at or above "C " 
compared to 93% of the non-remedial student*, the nine percentage-pon difference met 
the provisional standard. 

Students who completed algebra remediation returned in the fourth semester at a higher 
rate than the non-remeriU students (67% vs. 57"/ 0 ), .vhich met the provisional standard 
The former group had a higher SSR than did the latter (56% vs. 53%), which met the ' 
provisional st^dard and was a reversal of the typical pattern. 

Overview 

Strengths 

The college was successful in testing over 90% of its lull- and part-time stents. 

Remediated students in all four areas returned in the fourth semester in higher 
percentages than non-remedial students. 

The "subsequent" academic performance of remedial completers in all arr,cis. assuming 
these data were accurate, compared favorably with the non-remedial stucL-nts The manv 
data anomalies, however, made it difficult to interpret those positive signs. 

Areas of Concern 

This college h-d a problem in accurately gathering and reporting data in accordance with 
the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. Serious omissions, contradictions and 
anomalies contained in Camden's reports hampered the assessment of remedial programs 
at this institution. For example, there was little agreement between data reported on the 
Annual Questionnaire and those brought forward in the institution's effectiveness report 
The college firni ned data on only an unspecified fraction of its part-tune students. 
Data on retesting (all areas) were not restricted to the single cohort of interest. The 
collegers NJCBSPT retest minima were reported in terms of raw scores. The number of 
students followed in Camden's "completed remediation" group for computation greatly 
exceeded the total number of students who satisfied remedial course requirement in this 
area. 

It should be pointed out that these and other reporting deficiencies were known to the 
author of Camden's effectiveness report and are being ar'dressed by the college We 
now have a ...new Institutional Researcher -d a staff of programmers. [The college's] 
President. ..has made these basic skills repots a priority, this means that beginning in 
Spring 1988 we will have a data base that will enable us to produce reports that are full 
and consistent." 

E- -'ssively high numbers of students who were identified for remediation (all areas) had 
no. enrolled in appropriate remedial courses by the fourth semester, even though thev 
still persisted at the college. 

The remedial course passing rates in computation were very l»n V . This warrants 
examination by Camden's faculty. 

t b 
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Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 



In each of the four areas, the college-level course performances a.:d GPA's of the 
remediated students differed little from those of the non-remedial comparison groups 
(ard in some instances the remediated groups outperformed the non-re* .dial groups on 
these indicators). These outcomes were especially surprising in light of *he low 
percentages of remedial completers who reached the college's minimum scores on 
retests. The college may wish to explore this paradox. 
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CAMDEN COUNTY COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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CUMBERLAND COUNTY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

Cumberland County College tested 100% of its full and part-time students in 1984, a 
commendable achievement. Moreover, similar testing rates were reported in 1983. 

The college enrolled within two semesters 94% and 90% of its identified full-time 
students in appropriate remedial courses in writing and in computation respectively. 
These rates met the Board's minimum enrollment standard. In reading, on the other 
hand, only 86% of the full-time students who were identified for remediation had enrolled 
within two semesters (which did not meet the Board's minimum enrollment standard). In 
addition, 82% of the students identified for remedial algebra were enrolled in remedial 
courses withm two semesters (a two-semester enrollment standard has not been set for 
algebra). By the fourth semester, few full-time studer's who needed remedial courses 
had not yet enrolled in them (reading. 6; writing, 0, computation, 2; and .Ig^bra, 2), which 
met the provisional standard in all areas. 

Remedial Areps 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. An NJCBSPT-RC score of 165 was used as the criterion for 
placement, both in 1983 and in 1984. Curiously, higher percentages of the entering class 
(58% of full-time and 62% of part-time students) were identified for remedial reading in 
1984 than in 1983 (46% ot full-time and 34% of part-time students), despiU, a decline in 
the number of students tested. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of students enrolled in the final-level remedial course, 79% 
of the full-time students and 75% of the part-time students passed the course (which met 
the provisional standard). 

The college reported aggregate retesting data for more students (101) than had enrolled 
in and passed the final levei of reading remediation (approximately 76 students); hence 
the college did not report its retest data in accordance with the guidelines of the Basic 
Skills Council. Nevertheless, the institution's report stated that 59% of the retested 
students attained the college's minimum score on the retest. In contrast, 91% of the 
comparable students in the 1983 cohort met the minimum score. Both the discrepancy in 
the enrolled in (and passed?) vs. retested numbers in 1984 and the dramatic d-cline in 
retest results from 1983 to 1984 are reasons for concern and need to be addressed. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Follow-up academic oi^comes for the 
remediation-completed gioup were mixed. While the remediation-completed group 
passed the first (subsequent) college-level course at a rate comparable to that of the 
non-remedial students (81% vs. 82% respectively, which met the provisional standard), 
the GPA comparison vielded quite different results. Just over half of the remedial 
completers (52%) had^GPA's at or above a "C" compa-ed with 88% of the non-remedial 
group; the 36 percentage point difference missed the provisional ocandard by a wide 
margin. Further, the gap in GPA performance between the two groups had widened 
compared to that reported for the 1983 cohort (91% vs. 70% respectively for the two 
study groups in 1983-85, a difference of 21 percentage points). 
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mX "^thiT^!i^ mpleted i , ? UP was , retained in fourth semester at a 
s fnriLri Th^pi- . T?" remed,al gr0Up ( 61% vs - 51% )' which met the pr.visiona: 
standard. The remedial completers as a group attained an SSR of 32%. compared to 45% 
for the non-remedial students; the difference did not meet the n • > sional standard 



Writing 



Placement Criteria An NJCBSPT-SS score of 165 (which met the provisional standard 

Nrr^p" P ° lntS ab ° V6 *2 Was used as the criterion for placement. The 
NJCBSPT-Essay was not used for remedial placement. Forty-three percent of the 
full-time and 49% of the part-time students were identified for remedial writing { couLs. 

Srilinf* 7q- 0 nf S ^? U / C n n ; eS - ° f ; he f stud f nts enrolled in the final leveI of remedial 
writing, 79% of the full-time students and 81% of the part-time students passed the 

course. These passing rates met the provisional standard. As in the reading area, the 
college reported aggregate retesting data for more students (112) than had enrolled in and 
E , r,?? 1 remed,a i writin 8 cou rse (94 students); hence the college did not 

report its retest data m accordance with the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council 

The V re es 6 6S Th f t ° stud ? VT"^ °" reached t?ie Colle S es "^imum s^ore on 
Thocol? » Th . ls (l resuU was markedly lower than the 71% reported for the 1983 cohort, 
ttiese data and the reporting discrepancy merit attention by the college. 

^sequent Academic Performance. Seventy-three percent of the remedial completer? 
passed the first (subsequent) college-level writing course, compared to 80% of the 
non-remed.a students; ^» difference did not meet the provisional standard On the 
more general indicator of academic success, only 49% of the remediation-completed 

5 31 ? r , a rr° VC " CV 35 co c m P ared ^0 87% of the non-remedial students; 
the 38 percentage point difference in performance between the two study groups m.ssed 
he provisional standard by a wide margin. Further, this CPA gap represented a decline 
fron. he 18-point gap (75% and 93% respectively for the two groups) seen in 1983. 

Remediation-completed students returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate than 
non-remedial students (66% vs. 47%), which met the provisional standard The remedial 
completers as a group .Jnbited an SSR of 32% compared to 41% for the non-remedial 
students; the difference met the provisional standard. 

Computation 

P JfrnSS?,?n teVia - r The "l! 6 ?" Used for P lac °™nt at Cumberland was an 
NJCBSPT-MC score of 165, which met the provis.onal standard. Forty-six percent of the 
tull-time and 53% of the part-time students were identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final level of computation at 
Cumberland, 71% of full-time and 75% of part-time students passed the course These 
passing rates met the provisional standard. No data on retestir.g were reported for the 
1984 co.iort, despite the availability of retest data fcr the previous cohort; thus, the 
college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 42% of the students who completed 
computation passed the first (subsequent) college-level course, compared to 72% of the 
non-remed.al students; the 30 percentage point d< r ;rence missed the provis.onal 
standard by a wide margin and represented a decline in performance from the 18 

E e , r r C{ ?^ a A e P «Pi'Z l gap re P° rted for the ^83 cohort. In keeping with this fino.ng, just over 
half (52%? of the computation completers ha 1 cu dative GPA's at or above "C " 
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compared to 84% of the non-remedial students; the 32 percentage point difference in 
GPA's did not meet the provisional standard. Further, this gap had more than doubled 
from the 14 percentage point difference reported for the previous cohort. 

Unlike the pattern seen in the reading and writing areas at the college, in computation 
the retention rate for the remediation-completed group fell short of that for the 
non-remedial comparison group (48% vs. 51% respectively), which did not meet the 
provisional standard. Not surprisingly, the SSR of the remedial completers as a group was 
only 25%— 18 percentage points lower than the SSR of the non-remedial group (13%); the 
difft mce did not meet the provisional standard. 

This consistent pattern of unfavorable results across the indicators- and especially given 
the low passing rate in the first (subsequent) college-level math course and the lack of 
retest data—suggested that the college should review seriously the efficacy of its 
computation program. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. In 1984, an NJCBSPT-EA score of 168 (down from 174 in 1983), for 
students whose NJCBSPT-MC was greater than 165, was used at Cumberland (which met 
the provisional standard). Seventy percent of the full-time and 93% of the part-time 
students were identified for algebra remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Sixty-one percent of the full-time students in the 
final-level remedial algebra course passed it, which did not meet the provisional 
standard. Part-time students passed the remedial course at a rate of 70%, which met the 
provisional standard. The percentage of students who reached the college's minimum 
score on the retest was low (51%). As in the other skill areas where retesting was 
reported, however, the retest data included an unspecified number of students who earned 
a grade of M D, H even though ^uch students were lequired to repeat the remedial course. 
This made it difficult to interpret the low percentage. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 53% of the students who completed algebra 
remediation passed their first (subsequent) college- level math course, a rate that was 13 
percentage points below that of the non-remedial comparison group (66%) and which 
therefore did not meet the provisional standard. It should be noted that the college 
reported on only 17 of the approximately 77 full-time students who passed the final level 
of algebra remediation. Sixty-eight percent of the remediation-completed group had 
cumulative CPA's at or above "C." compared to 72% of the non-remedial students: the 
difference met the provisional standard. 

As for retention, a pattern emerged that was similar to the one seen in the computation 
area. Completers of remediation returned in the fou- th semester at a low rate (35%) 
compared to the non-remedial students (58%), the differmco between the groups missed 
the provisional standard by a wide margin. Not surprisingly, the SSR for the 
algebra-remediated group was also low (14%) relative to that for the non- remedial 
students (41%) and did not meet th« provisional standard, mess rates should be of concern 
to the institution, especially since the SSR's had declined considerably from Ihe 1083 to 
the 1984 cohorts (41% and 56% respectively in 1983). 

These data suggested that the remedial mathematics courses were no! serving students 
well. The college might examine why higher percentages of its completers of remedial 
math courses left the institution than similar completers of remedial reading and 
writing. 
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Overview 



Strengths 

Cumberland County College is to be commended for its consistently high testing rate for 
both full- and part-time students. 

Similarly, of the full-time students who were identi'-ed for remedial assistance in writing 
and in computation, the college su;ceeded in enrolling over 90% in appropnate remedial 
courses within two semesters. By 'ie "ourth semester, nearly all students in all four skill 
areas who were identified for remediation had begun the necessary remedial courses. 

Passing rates in remedial reading, writing and computation courses all met the provisional 
standard. 

Students who completed remediation in reading and in writing returned in the fourth 
semester in greater percentages than the non-remedial comparison groups. Further, 
these retention .ates for remedial completers represented an improvement over those 
reported for the previous (1983) cohort. 

Areas of Concern 

A number of concerns surfaced during review of Cumberland's data for the 1984 cohort. 
Perhaps foremost was the apparent general decline in the academic performance of 
remedial completers in all skill areas and across most indicators, as viewed with 
comparable outcomes reported for the previous (1983) cohor'. The overall picture was 
that of a set of remedial programs whose outcomes wore declining rather than improving 
oyer time. This is cause for immediate attention. The institution should assess how much 
of this picture was real and how much was attributable to data inconsistencies and 
reporting changes. 

In the reading area, the two semester enrollment percentage dropped below the Board s 
minimum requirement for full-time students. The college should address this 
administrative shortcoming. 

No data on retesling were reported for computation, despite the fact that these data had 
been provided for the previous cohort. Retes* data that were submitted (other areas) 
were not strictly compiled in accordance with t..e guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 
This made all available outcomes and especially the apparent large decline in retest 
performance from the 1983 to the 198-1 cohort— a'l the more difficult to assess. 

Nonetheless, the fact that other academic outcomes (e.g.. passim? rates in fir<- f 
college-level courses and CPA data) for the 198-1 cohort showed a \ .allcl decline' from 
the rates reported the year before suggested that at least the downward trend of the 
retest data, if not their magnitude was accurate. This requires attention by the college. 

In the mathematics areas especially, the consistent pattern of unfavorable results across 
the indicators— and given the low passing rates in the first (subsequent) college-level 
courses— suggested that the remedial mathematics courses at Cumberland were not 
serving students well. 
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CUMBERLAND COUNTY COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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ESSEX COUNTY COLLEGE* 



Policy Administration 

In 1984, Essex County College tested 97% of its full-time students (and 99% in 1983), 
which met the Board's 90% minimum testing criterion. However, the testing rate for 
part-timers was only 67% (which did not meet the Board's minimum criterion), down 
fro Q4% in 1983. TV. college reported that many more part-timers were, in fact, 
teot, . in 1984, but a computer error kept these results from being captured appropriately. 

Essex enrolled in r ;edial courses within two semesters 93% of the full-time students 
identified for writing and 91% of those identified for computation, but only 72% of those 
identified for reading. The first two rates met the Board's minimum enrollment standard 
but the latter did not. Sixty-eight percent of the full-time students identified for 
remedial algebra were enrolled in remedial courses within two semesters (no standard has 
been set for alyebra). 

By the fourth semester, all but nine or fewer students each in three skill areas (writing, 0; 
computation, 9; and elementary algebra, 0) who needed remediation and were still at the 
college had begun the necessary remedial courses (which met the provisional standard). 
Despite these favorable results, however, 40 full-time students identified for reading 
returned in the fourth semester without having enrolled in a remedial reading course; this 
did not meet the provisional standard. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. Essex County College used an NJCBSPT-RC cutoff score of 168 (up 
from 161 in 1^83), which met the provisional standard and was seven scaled-score points 
above it. At .his level, 83% of the full-time and 79% of the part-time students were 
identified fo* reading remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Over 72% of fuii-time and 77% of part- time enrollees 
passed the final-level of remediation. These rates met the provisional standard. 
Sixty-seven percent of the students who passed the course and were retested met the 
college's .ninimum score on the retest (Test of Adult Basic Education). Unfortunately, 
retest results were from the Fall 10d4 semester only; hence the college did not fulfill the 
guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 



*/n order to appreciate the scope of remediation at Essex Countj- College, the following 
supplementary information regarding the skill levels of the incoming (fall 1984) class is 
provided. Of the over 1400 i.jw students enrolled in the fall of 1934, 20% were classified 
as English-As- A-Second~Languagc (ESL) students on the basis of the Bilingual/ Foreign 
student placement test and were placed in an appropriate ESL course. Of the students 
tested with the NJCBSPT, over 90% needed one or more remedial courses in English, 
reading, or mathematics. Ovei two-thi ds of those tested required multiple levels of 
remediation in all subject areas, which would constitute at least one full jear of 
remediation. These figures, consistent over the last five years, underscore the 
tremendous challenge of remediation at Essex County College, 
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Subsequent Academic Performance Students who completed their remediation passed 
the first (subsequent) college-level course at a higher rate (83%) than those who did not 
need remediation (67%). This met the provisional standard and exceeded it by 21 
percentage points. The percentage of students with a GPA at or above "C" was lower for 
the remedial students than for the non-remedial students (65% vs. 91% respectively) 
which did not meet the provisional standard. 

Thirty-seven percent of the remediated students returned in the fourth si ester 
compared to only 8% of the non-remedial students, which met the provisional standard 
it should be noted, however, that the non-remedial group comprised only 11 retumir. 
students. This accounted for the large difference >etwee the two groups in SSR- 23% 
tor the remediated students versus 7% for the non-remeo.J grujp (which d. no* meet 
the p « visional standard). 

Writing 

Placement Criteria The placement cutoff useu in writing was a score of 9 on the (locally 
scored) N j CBS PT- Essay, which met the provisional standard and was one pmt above it 
Sixty percent of the full-time and 57% of the part-time students in the cohort were 
placed in remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final level of remediation was passed by 69% of the 
full-time enrollees and 73% of the pan-time enrollees. The latter rate met the 
provisional standard but the former missed it by one percentage point. Eighty-one 
percent of those who completed remediation and were tested achieved the college s 
minimum score or. the re test (a departmental sentence structure test). However these 
re test resuhs were ror the Fall 1984 semester o ly; hence the college did not fulfill t.ie 
guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 49% of the remediated students passed the 
first (subsequent) colleg' level writing course while 70% of the non-remedial students 
passed the same course; the difference did not meet the provisional standard (cf both 
groups passed at a rate of 64% in 1983-85). However, the percentages of students with a 
GPA at or above 'C" were comparable for both study groups (70% for remedial 
completers and 73% for non-temedial students), which met the provisional standard. 

Students who completed remediation were retained for four semesters at a much higher 
rate (45%) than those who did not need remediation (16%), which met the provisional 
standard. However, only 41 non-remedial students made u, the returning cohort Chiefly 
due to the large difference in retention between the group- ,e SSR for the remediated 
stuuents exceeded that for the non-remedial students by 2u , centage points (31% vs 
11%), which met the provisional st-mdard and was a reversal of the typical pattern. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. Essex County College used a cutoff score of 169 on the 
NJCBSPT-MC. This met the provisional standard and was four scaled-scuie points above 
it. Use of the criterion resulted in 81% of ihe f\;I!- time students and 81% of the 
part-time students being identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. In 1984-86, only ^8% rf full-time enrolbes and 56% of 
part-time enrollees passed the final-level course. These rates did not neet the 70% 
provisional standard, however, of the students who passed and were revested, H6% 
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reached the college's minimum score on the retest. a departmental 30-item test. 
Unfortunately these retest results were for the Fall 1984 semester only, hence the 
college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students passed the first ^ jsequent) 
college-level < :,rse at tne rate of 63% while the non-remedial students passed the 
course at the ratj of 80%. The difference did not meet the provisional standard. 
Seventy-eight percent of remediation completers had GPA's at oi abo\e "C" compared 
to 91% of the non-remedial students; the difference in percent between the two groups 
met the provisional standard. 

As in reading and writing arcjas, four semester retention rates in computation were 
higher for the remediated group (37% of completers returned in the fourth semester) than 
for the non-remedial students (26% returned) and met the provisional standard. 
Similarly, the SSR of the remediated students (28%) exceeded that of the non-remedial 
students U3%), which met the provisional standard and was a reversal of the typical 
pattern 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement C.eria. A score of 168 on the NJCBSPT-EA (which met the provisional 
standard) was used as the remedial alge/ora cutoff foi tudents whose NJCBSPT-MC score 
was above 168. The NJCBSPT-EA cutoff subsequently was raised to 176 for the Fall 1985 
cohort. All students who were identified for computation were required to complete 
remediation in algebra. Thus in 1984. 86% of the full .,me and 88% of the part-time 
students were identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The passing rate in remedial algebra was 56% for the 
full-time and 63% for the pai.-time students. These rates did not meet the provisional 
standard. However, 83% of the students who both passed and were tested (N-25) reached 
the college s minimum score on the retest, a 30-item departmental test. As in the other 
skill areas, the retest results were f.om the Tall 1984 semester only; hence the college 
did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 42% of the remediated gruup passed the first 
(subsequent) college-level course in mathematics while 91% of the n"i remedial group 
(N=ll) passed. The difference did not meet rhe provisional standard. Seventy-three 
percent of the remediation- ,ompleted students had GPP 's at or above "C" compared to 
91% of the (21) students in the non-remedial group. The difference in CPA s met the 
provisional standard. 

Retention rates favored the remediated students, 59% of whom returned for the fourth 
semester compared to only 20% oT the non-remedial students (which rrei the provisional 
standard), The SSR was 43% for the remediated group and only 17 for the non-remedial 
students; this difference met the provisional stan 1 rd and was a reversal of the typical 
pattern, 

Overview 

Strengths 

Essex County College tested 97-99% of its full-time students over two consecutive 
cycles of reporting. 



writinoS ™™f? V ff6CtiVe in en I- 1Hng high P ercenta g e s of its identified students in 
writing and computation courses within two semesters. Further, no students who needed 

nThe fn ;rtV n ^ "f™^ and few who needed computation rema ned 

m the fourth semester without having begun remediation. 

In writing, computation and algebra, the percent GPA's at or above "C for the 
remediated groups compared favorably to those of the non-remedial students. 

Students who completed remediation (all skill areas) outperformed the non-remedial 
students in retention and SSR, and by a wide margin in mr st cases. 

Completers of remediation in reading passed the first (sub 3 quent) college-level course at 
a higher rate than the non-remedial students. 

Areas of Concern 

J p h n e M ! r e p S !;" 8 , rat T e , f0r Pfrt-tojM students mav have dropped below the Board's minimum 
requirement. The college should ascertain whether this was so. 

The low passing rates for the final-level remedial courses in computation and algebra 
warrant attention by Mie college. Only about half of the students passed these remedial 
courses. 

The furnished « .testing data (all skill areas), instead of being accumulated over the 
tour-semester period, were from a single semester only. This made interpretation of 
these results difficult. 

While remediated students in writing, computation and algebra had GPA levels that met 
the provisional standard relative to non-remedial students, the passing rates for remedial 
completers in the first (subsequent) college-level courses in these areas were low. 

The college fell below the Board's minimum t vo-semester enrollment standard in 
Reading. Of even greater icern was the large number of identified, full-time students 
who were present at the college in the fourth semester but had not yet enrolled in the 
necessary reading courses. The college should address this administrative shortcoming. 

Additional Suggestioi jr Further Inquiry 

The low retention rates of non-remedial students at Essex raised the possibility of "false 

positive interpretation of the retention-based results for this institution (i e 

fourth- semester return rates and SSR 's for ihe remedial completers, relative'to the 

perfr 'mance of the non-remedial students). Moreover, the smell size of the 

non-i .nedial student comparison groups (fourth-semester returnees) relative to the 

larger numtsr of remedial completers made comparisons btHveen the two groups 

problematic. The college may wish to explore these points further. 

The college might look carefully at the placement records of those students who needed 
but did not complete remediation in reading and writing. Paradoxically, such students 
outperformed the remediated students on nearly all academic measures 
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ESSEX COUNTY COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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Policy Administration 

Gloucester tested nearly all (99.8%) of its full-time students and 95% (up from b6% in 
1983) of its pait-time students, a commenJable result which met the Board mandate for 
testing. In reading (99%), writing (97%) and computation (91%), the college enrolled 
within two semesters more than the required minimum of 90% full-time student: in the 
necessary remedial courses. In the fourth semester, zero to five identified students p^r 
skill area were present without having begun the necessary remediation; hence, the 
college met the provisional standard in the three skill areas for which data were 
reported. Data were not provided for elementary algebra; thus, the institution did not 
fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. Gloucester used an NjCBSPT-RC score of 161 as its criterion for 
placement. It identified 26% of the full-time students and 14% of the part-time students 
for reading remediation. The criterion met the provisional standard but the percentages 
of students identified were low. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final level of remedial reading was passed by 64% of 
the full-time and 89% (n=9) of the part-time enrollees. Although the part- v ime rate met 
the p.o visional standard, the percentage fcr full-timers did not. Just over half (51%) of 
those who passed the course reached the minimum on the re test. The college reportedly 
followed a questionable policy of permitting faculty vO add four points to each revest 
score "to account for the standard error of ipeasurement" of the test. This non standard 
practice, while not reflected in the retest percentages reported here, did inflati the 
passing rates since the retest was used as an exit instrument at the college. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent college-level English coorse 89% 
of the reading completers passed, exceeding the 79% passing rate of the non-remedial 
students. This met the provisional standard and was a reversal of the usual pattern. The 
subsequent GPA percentage at or above "C" was not as high for the completers (56%) as 
for the non-remedial students (74%), but the difference met the provisional standard. 

Retention at four semesters, on the other hand, was higher for completers (67%) than for 
non-remedial students (49%) and thus met th j provisional standard. Owing to this high 
retention rate, the completers also had an SSR (38%) which exceeded that of the 
non-remedial students (36%) and therefore met the provisional standard. These reversals 
of the typical patterns were positive indicators of effectiveness. 

In summary, even with the low passing rates in the remedial courses and the problematic 
retesting, other indicators— retention, SSR, GPA, and passing rate in the subsequent 
college-level course— pointed in a positive direction. 
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Writing 

Placement Criteria. Gloucester used an NJCBSPT-English Composition (composite) score 
ot .85, by which it identified for writing remediation 55% of its full-time and 29% of its 
part-time students. The criterion was consonant with the provisional standard. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-two percent of the full-time and 85% of the 
part-time students passed the final level of remedial writing, and both rates met the 
provisional standard. Sixty-seven percent of the students who passed the course met the 
college s minimum on the retest. A- in reading (see above), faculty were permitted to 
add four points to each retest score. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The same percentage (81%) of remedial writing 
completers as non-remedial students passed the subsequent English composition course, 
which met the provisional standard. Further, the GPA percentage at or above "C" for 
the completers (65%) relative to the performance of the non-remedial students (77%) also 
met the provisional standard. ' 

Retention at four semesters was higher for completers (59%) than for the on-remedial 
students (52%) and thus SSR's for the two groups were also comparable (38% vs. 40%) 
Data tor both indicators met the applicable provisional standards. In short, the academic 
indicators were uniformly positive for Gloucester's writing prr am. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. The college used an NJCBSPT-MC score, of 165, which n-t the 
provisional standard, along with ACT/SAT scores and high school transcript information 
to identify students for remediation. Fifty -four percent of its full-time and 45% of its 
part-time students were identified for computation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 269 full-time enrollees, 68% passed the computation 
course Seventy-eight percent of the part-timers passed. The percentage for oart-time 
students met the provisional standard but the percentage for full-time students did not 
Un the retest, 94% of the completers reached the college's minimum. Note that the 
faculty were permitted to add four points to each of the rptest scores (see 'Reading" 
section). 6 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent coilege-level math course 63% ol 
the completers passed comoared with 75% of non- remedial students. The difference did 
not meet the provisional standard. Further, the subsequen GPA percentage at or above 
C was lowe- for completers (59%) than for non-remedial students (82%) and this 
difference did not meet the provisional standard. 

Fourth-semester retention u ->wever, strongly favored the completers over the 
non-remedial students (63% ,s. 50% respectively) and thus met the provisional standard 
As a result, the difference in SSR between completers (37%) wid non-remedial students' 
(41%) was small (and it met the provisional standard). 

The indicators for computation presented a mixed picture. The high percentage teaching 
the minimum level on the rotest was neither complemented by a strong percentage 
passing the subsequent college-level math course nor by CPA's that approached those of 
the non-remedial students. 



90 

-54- 



Elementary Algebra 

Gloucester offered courses u e. imen ary algebra but apparently did not require 
remediation in that skill area (algebra placement was at the option of the student or upon 
recommendation of the first college-level math instructors). No data were furnished; 
thus, the institution did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council for this skill 
area. 



Overview 

Strengths 

The college is to be commended for ko efficient testing and enrolling of students in 
remedial reading, writing and computation, and especially for the dramatic improvement 
in part-time testing rate in a single year. Further, the ongoing changes and 
improvements documented in the institution's report serve as evidence of the college's 
commitment to provide remediation for both its full-time and part-time students. 

Retention rates for remediation-completed students were higher across all reported skill 
areas than the rates for non-remedial students. 

The remedial writing area pressed a uniformly positive set of outcome measures, thus 
making a compelling argument fo/ the effectiveness of this program. 

Areas of Concern 

'ih.e college did not use the NJCBSPT for algebra placement, despite the longstanding 
policy of the Board of Higher Education. Further, data were not provided on elementary 
algebra, contrary to the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. The self-selected nature 
of the algebra courses that were offered at the college likely resulted in fewer students 
being served. The mixed picture of indicators for the computation completers might have 
been more positive had the student gone on to complete algeofa remediation prior to 
enrolling in college-level math courses. The entire set of college policies on elementary 
algebra should be reviewed and irought into compliance with Board requirements. 

The low percentages of students identified for reading should be examined by the college. 

Thb college should reconsider its policy of permitting faculty to add four points to each 
student's retest score. 
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HUDSON COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

Hudson County Community College tested 100% of its students who were required to be 
tested, both full- and part-time, in 1983 and in 1984, which satisfied the Board's 
minimum standaid of 90%. This performance is commendable. Moreover, the college 
enrolled in necessary remedial courses within two semesters all full-tiiue students who 
needed remediation in reading (100%) and virtually all ir. riting (99%); these percentages 
met the Board's minimum enrollment standard for full-time students. Only 86% of the 
full-time students identified for computation were enrolled in appropriate remedic math 
courses within two semesters; this rate, an improvement over the 1983-84 enrollment 
rate of 82%, nevertheless did not meet the Board's minimum standard. Fifty-two 
percent of the students identified for elementary algebra enrolled in the required 
remedial course within two semesters, an improvement from the 36% reported for the 
1983 cohort (a two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has not been jet). 

Of the full-time students identified for remedial reading and/or writing instruction, zero 
were present in the fourth semester without having taken the required remedial courses 
(which met the provisional standard). However, 47 full-time students needing 
computation and 10 needing elementary algebra were present fourth semester and yet had 
not begun the necessary remedial work; the latter value met the provisional standard but 
the former did not. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. In 1^84, Hudson raised its placement cutoff score in reading from 
161 to 16u on the NJCBSPT-RC. The latter criterion met the provisional standard and 
was five scaled-score points above it. Fifty-five percent of both the full-time and 
part-time students were identified for remedial instruction in reading. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final-level remedial reading 
course, 54% of the full-time and 67% of the part-time students passed the course. 
Neither rate met the provisional standard. Moreover, both rates reflected a decline from 
tbd 1983-cohort results (cf., 67% of full-time and 73% of part-time enrollees m 
1983-85). Forty-nine percent of the students who passed the final- level course attained 
the college's minimum score on the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students in the 1984 cohort passed the 
First (subsequent) college-level course at a higher rate than the non-remedial students 
(78% and 74% respectively), which met tl ^ orovisional standard and was a reversal of the 
typical pattern. Further, this passing rate * - remediated students was an improvement 
over the 59% reported foi the 1983 cohort. The P ^entage of remediated students with 
a cumulative GPA of "C" o^ above was 28 percentage l nwer than the rat* 

non-remedial students (01% »s. 79%); the difference did not meei mc piovisional 
standard. 
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A markedly highe- percentage of remedkted than of non-remedial students returned in 
the fourth semester (69% vs. '0%), which met the provisional standard. It should be 
noted thai the non- remedial retention rate was quite low. The SSR for the remediated 
students was three percentage points higher than the rate for the non-remedial student 
comparison ^roup (35% vs. 32% respectively), which met the provisional standard and was 
a reversal of the typical pat 'em. This reversal was due at least in part to the low 
retention of the non-remedial comparison group. 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. In writing, as in reading, the placement criterion vas raised for the 
1984 cohort: from 161 to 164 on the NJCBSPT-SS. The revised cu jcore met the 
provisional standard and was three scaled-score points above it. In 1984, 55% of the 
full-time and 54% of the part-time students were identified for remedial writing. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of enrollees in the final level remedial writing course, 51% 
of the full-time students (down from 68% for the 1983 cohort) and 67% of the part-time 
students (same rate as the 1983 cohort) passed the course. Neither rate met the 
provisional standard. Fifty-three percent of the students who passed the final-level 
course attained the college's minimum score on the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The writing-remediated students as a group 
performed nearly as wel* as the non-remedial students in their rate of passing the first 
(subsequent) c )llege-level writing course (70% and 72% respectively), which met the 
provisional standard. This passing rate for remediated students reflected improvement 
over the 1983-cohort results (i.e., only 60% in 1983-85). However, the cumulative 
academic performances of the two groups, as measured by the percentages attaining at 
-*st a "C" average, were dissimilar: 53% for remediated students vs. 79% for the 
remedial comparison group. The difference between the groups in GPA attainment 
not meet the provisional standard. 

Remediated students returned in the fourth semester at a higher percentage than the 
non-remedial students (58% vs. ]9%), which met the provisional standard. SSR s for the 
two groups (31% and 30% respectively) were comparable (which met hie provisional 
standard), chiefly because of the low retention of the non-remedial students at the 
college. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion of 169 on the NJCBSPT-MC (raised from 
the 168 used for the previous cohort) met the provisional standard and was four 
scaled-score points above it. Sixty-nine percent of the full-time and 62% of the 
part-time students were identified for computation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final level remedial course passing rates, 55% for 
full-time students and 52% for part-time students, did not meet the provisional 
standard. Moreover, the part-time rate reflected a drop from the 67% reported for the 
1983 cohort. Forty-nine percent of the students who passed the final-level course 
attained the college's minimum score on the retest. 
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students passed the first (subsequent) 
college-level math course at the rate of 70%, compared to 75% for the non-remedial 
students; the difference met the provisional standard. The performance of remediated 
students on this indicato was an improvement over the 55% rate reported for the 1983 
cohort. As to the relative GPA's, 60% of the remedial-completers had GPA's at or 
above a "C," compared to 85% of the non-remedial students, the difference did not meet 
the provisional standard. 

Students who completed remediation had a higher late of retention than the non-remedial 
students (58% vs. 35%), which met the provisional standard. It should be noted that the 
non-remedial retention rave was quite low; nevertheless, the retention rate of the 
remediated students had improved from the 47% reported for the previous cohort. The 
SSR for remediated students was six percentage points higher than that for the 
non-remedial students (35% vs. 29%); this met the provisional standard and was a reversal 
of the typical pattern. This reversal was due at least in part to the low retention of the 
non-remedial comparison group. 

Elementary AJgebra 

Placement Criteria. Students whose NJCBSPT-EA scores fell below 168 (which met the 
provisional standard and was one scaled-score point above it) were identified for 
elementary algebra if they wore in curricula that required algebra. This cutoff was one 
point higher than that used in 1983. Only 19% of full-time and 17% of part - tune students 
were identified for elementary algebra. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The remedial course passing rates for the 1984 cohort. 64% 
for full-ume students and 61% for part-timers, did not meet the provisional standard. 
However, 88% of *he students who passed the remedial course reached the college's 
minimum level on the retest, an improvement from the 58% reported from the 1983 
cohort. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. All results should be viewed with caution because of 
the small sizes of the study groups. The passing rate in the first (subsequent) 
college-level math course for the remediated students (71%, n=7) was 12 percentage 
points lower than the rate for non-remedial students (83%, n=12); this difference, an 
improvement over the 29 percentage-point difference reported for the 1983 cohort, 
nonetheless did not meet the provisional standard. Only 42% (n=12) of the 
algebra-remediated students had a cumulative GPA at or above a "C" as compared to 
9U% (n=l0) of u.e non-remedial students; this difference of 48 percentage points did not 
meet the provisional standard. 

The retention of remedial compl ters (71%, n=17) exceeded that of the non- remedial 
studentc (48/i, n=2l), which met (he provisional standard. The SSR for the remediated 
group (2 3%) was 14 percentage point* lovver than the rate for non-remedial students 
(43%); the difference did not meet the provisional standard. 

Overview 

Strengths 

For several consecutive years, Hudson County Community College succeeded in testing 
100% of the students required to be tested, both full- and part- time. This performance is 
commendable. 
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The college enrolled in appropriate remedial courses within two semesters all full-time 
students who needed remedial assistance in reading, and virtually a" who needed 
remediation in writing. 

In all four skill areas, students who completed remediation were retained in muui hieher 
percentages than the non-remedial comparison groups. 

In reading the passing rate in the first (subsequent) college-level course was higher for 
the remediated students than for the non-remedial studems, a reversal of the typical 
pattern and a positive sign of strength. In writing and in computation, the college-level 
course passing rates for the remediated groups near.'y matched the comparable rates for 
the non-remedial comparison groups. 

A comparison of results from the 198.'? and 1984 coho lS revealed improvements on at 
least some key indicators in each of the skill areas. In addition, placement cutoffs had 
been raised in each area. 

A high percentage of stuoents who passed the final-level remedial algebra course met th* 
college s minimum score on the retest. 

Areas of Concern 

In computation, the college fell short of the Board of Higher Education's requ.. . ,-nt to 
enroll with--, two semesters at l^ast 90% of identified, part-time students in appropriate 
remedial courses. Moreover,-, full-? ne students who needed computation persisted in 
the fourth semester without having begun the necessary remedial coutse work. These 
shortcomings shouj be addressed by the college. 

Passing rates for the final-level remedial course in each of the skill ar^as were low 
Further, these had declined from the rates of the previous cohort. 

In all four areas, the performances of remediated and non-remedial students on the CPA 
indicator did not compare favorably. This was especially true in algebra. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

In each of the areas (and for the remediated students), the apparent disparity among 
co ege-le ~J course passing rate, CPA and retesting results might be investigated bv the 
college. 6 



0 

ERIC 



So 

-60- 



1984-86 



HUDSON COUNTY COMm !NITY COLLEGE 
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MERCER COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

Mercer County Community College tested 100% of both its full-time and part-time 
students requiring testing in 1984, thus satisfying the Board's minimum testing 
requirement of 90%. This performance is commendable. 

In reading, writing and computation, the percentages of full-time, identified students (of 
those tested) who were enrolled in needed remedial courses within two semesters met the 
Board' s minimum enrollment standard (reading, 98%; writing, 96%; and computation, 
95%). Seventy-seven percent of the students identified for elementary algebra enrolled in 
remedial algebra courses within two semesters (a two-semester enrollment standard for 
algebra has not been set). 

Of the full-time students identified for remedial writing and/or computation, only eight 
and three respectively were present in the fourth semester without having enrolled in 
appropriate remedial courses; these numbers met the provisional standard. On the other 
Iiand, 12 full-time students identified for reading and 27 identified for algebra had not 
yet begun their necessary remediation in the fourth semester. These latter values did not 
meet the provisional standard. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. In 1984. a cutoff score of 163 or. the NJCBSPT-RC was used for 
placement. This criterion met the provisional standard and was two scaled-score points 
above it. In addition, the Degrees of Reading Power test was used to adjust remedial 
placements into one of two levels. Forty-five percent of both full-time and part-time 
students were identified for reading. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-six percent of the full-time and 74% of the 
part-time students passed the final-level remedial course; these passing rates met the 
provisional standard. Passing the retest, a locally developed "College Reading 
Assessment Test,' 1 was a condition for passing the course. Hence 100% of the studenls 
who passed the course reached the college's minimum on the retest. Note that Mercer's 
retest results, rather than being restricted to the cohort of interest, included data for all 
students who happened to be taking the remedial course along with students from the 
1984 cohort (thus, the college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council). 
Nevertheless, on account of the college' s "100% passing" policy, this technical 
shortcoming did not affect interpretation of these results. 

Subsequent Academic Ferf ormance. Sixty-eight percent of the remediated students 
passed the first (subsequent) college-level course, as compared to 88% of the 
non-remedial g.jup. ThL ^0 percentage-point difference did not meet the provisional 
standard. The percentage of remediated students with GPA's greater lhan or equal to 
X" (54%) was 18 percentage points below that of the non-remedial comparison group 
(72%), which met the provisional standard. Note that Mercer included "incomplete" and 
"withdrawal" grades in its calculations of passing rates and GPA's. 
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A higher percentage of remediated than non-remedial students relumed in the fourth 
semester (57% vs. 53%), which met the provisional standard. SSR's were 31% for the 
remediated group and 38% for the non-remedial group; the difference met the provisional 
st Bud 3 rd. 



Writing 

Placement Criteria. In 1984, the college's primary criterion for placement into remedial 
writing was a scaled score of 165 on the NJCBSPT-SS (which met the provisional standard 
and was four scaled-score points above it). For students whose -SS scores fell within the 
range of 156-164 (inclusive), an NJCBSPT- Essay score of 8 was also used (which met the 
provisional standard). Two levels of remedial writing were offered. Remedial instruction 
in writing was required of 38% of the full-time students and 39% of the part-time 
students. 



Remedial Course Outcomes. The passing rates in the final-It, el remedial course were 
74% for full-time and 75% for part-time students. These rates met the provisional 
standard. Mercer administered a locally developed ' "Sentence Skills Test" on a pre-and 
post-test basis. Exit testing also included a local writing sample which was scored 
hohstically. Passing the retest was a condition for passing ,ne course. Hence 100% of 
the students who passed the course reached the collegers minimum on the retest. Note 
that Mercer's retest results, rather than being restricted to the cohort of interest, 
included data for all students who happened to be taking the remedial course along with 
students from the 1984 cohort (thus, the college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic 
Skills Council) Nevertheless, on account of the college's "100% passing'* pohcv, this 
technical shortcoming did not affect interpretation of these results. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The nine percentage-point gap between the 
remediated and non-remedial student groups in percent passing first (subsequent) 
college-level courses (71% vs. 80%) did not meet the provisional standard. Similarly, the 
27 percentage-point difference between the two groups in percent GPA s at or above 
"C" (46% vs. 73%) did not meet the provisional standard. Note, however, that Mercer 
included "incomplete" and "withdrawal" grades in its calculations of passing rates and 
GPA s. 



The college's retention rate for remediation-completed students compared favorably 
with the non-remedial group (54% vs. 51%), which met the provisional standard. The 
remediated group had an SSR of 24%, compared to 38% for the non-remedial oroup; the 
difference did not meet the provisional standard. ° 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. Students were placed into computation if they scored less than 165 
on the NJCBSPT-MC (which met the provisional standard). Beginning in 1985, students 
who also had an NJCBSPT-EA score between 156 and 167 were placed into a special 
remedial course that integrated computation and algebra. Forty-six percent of the 
full-time students and 52% of the part-time students were identified for computation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. In 1984, 70% of full-time and 80% of part-time students 
passed the remedial course; both rates met the provisional standard. One hundred 
percent of the students who passed the course reached the college's minimum score on 
the retest. As in the other disciplines, passing the retest was a condition for exiting the 
course. Note that Mercer's retest results, rather than being restricted to the cohort of 
interest, included data for all students who happened to be taking the remedial course 
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along with students from the 1984 cohort (thus, the college did not fulfill the guidelines 
of the Basic Skills Council). Nevertheless, on account of the college's "100% passing" 
policy, this technical shortcoming did not affect interpretation of these results. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Mercer's remedial completers passed the first 
(subsequent) college-leve. mathematics course at a rate of 59%, as compared to 73% for 
the non-remedial group. This 14 percentage-point difference did not meet the 
provisional standard. Fifty-six percent of the remediated students had GPA's at or 
above "C," as compared to 72% of the non-remedial group. This 16 percentage-point 
difference met the provisional standard. Note that Mercer used "incomplete" and 
"withdrawal" grades in its calculations of passing rates and GPA's. 

Both retention and SSR results met the provisional standards. The remediated students 
returned at a higher rate than the non-remedial students (56% vs. 53%). The remediated 
students as a group had an SSR of 30% wherpas the rate for non-remedial students was 
38%. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. Students scoring below 167 on the NJCBSPT-EA were identified for 
remedial algebra. Beginning in 1985, students whose NJCBSPT scores fell below 165 on 
the NJCBSPT-MC and between 156 and 167 on the -EA section were placed into a course 
that integrated computation and algebra. Of the tested students, 60% of full-time and 
74% of Dart-time students were identified for remedial instruction in algebra. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Passing rates for the final-level remedial course were 64!'o 
for full-time students and 70% for part-time students; the part-time rate met the 
provisional standard but the rate for full-time students did not. Passing the retest was a 
condition for passing the course. Hence 100% of the students who passed the course 
reached the college's minimum on the retest. Note that Mercer's retest results, rather 
than being restricted to the cohort of interest, included data for all students who 
happened to be taking the remedial course along with students from the 1984 cohort 
(thus, the college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council). Nevertheless, 
on account of the college' s "100% passing" policy, this technical shortcoming did not 
affect interpretation of these results. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The algebra-remediated students passed the first 
(subsequent) college-l^vel math course at the rate of 66%, compared to 80% for the 
non-rerredial students. Ims 14 percentage-point difference did not meet the provisional 
standard. On the GPA indicator, 61% of remedial completers had GPA's at or above 
"'C," compared to 72% of non-remedial students; the 11 percentage point difference met 
the provisional standard. Note that Mercer used "incomplete" and "withdrawal" grades 
in its calculations of passing rates and GPA's. 

The retention rate was higher for the remediated group (63%) than for the non-remedial 
group (58%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for remediated students fell 
only three percentage points below that of the non-remedial comparison group (39% vs. 
42% respectively), which met the provisional standard. 

Overview 

Strengths 

The college should be commended for its consiste *ly high testing rates for both full and 
part-time students. 



Further, of the full-time students who were identified for remedial assistance in reading, 
writing and/or computation, the college sue .eeded in enrolling over 90% in appropriate 
remedial courses within two semesters. By the fourth semester, few students who had 
been identified for remedial writing and/or computation had not begun the necessary 
remedial courses. 

Remediated students in all four areas returned in the fourth semester in higher 
percentages than non-remedial students. 

Results for the reading, computation and elementary algebra programs were mixed 
Nevertheless, the favorable retention, GPA and SSR patterns in these areas were positive 
signs of effectiveness. 

The level of detail provided in Merct/ County Community College's research report is 
evidence of a strong commitment to remedial program evaluation and research. 

Areas of Concern 

Too many full-time students identified for reading and/or elementary algebra were 
present in the fourth semester and had not yet begun the necessary remedial courses. 

Data on retesting (all areas) were not restricted to the single cohort of interest, contrary 
to the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. Although this technical shortcoming did not 
adversely affect interpretation of the data discussed here, the college should seek to 
remedy this reporting deficiency. 

The performance differentials between remediated and non -remedial students in first 
(subsequent) cnllege-level course passing rates (all disciplines) was an area of concern 
which emerged from the data reviewed here. These results would argue that a sizable 
proportion of students who passed Mercer" s remedial courses did not have the skills 
necessary to succeed at the college level. This is an area that the institution should 
explore. 

In writing, three of the four "subsequent academic performance" indicators (i.e., first 
college-level course passing ntes, GPA's and SSR's) gave performance differentials that 
did not meet the provisional standards. This was especially surprising in light of the 100% 
retest data. The institution should reexamine the extent to which the writing program 
was serving the needs of underprepared students. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

In each of the four areas, passing the retest reportedly was a condition for passing the 
course (i.e., 100% of the students who passed the final-level remedial courses attained 
the collegers minimum scores on the retests). Yet in no area were the high retest data 
supported by favorable passing rates in first (subsequent) college-level courses. This 
pattern raised questions about exit criteria generally and about the appropriateness of the 
locally developed retest instruments (at least the designated minimum scores) 
specifically. The college may wish to explore this paradox. 
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MERCER COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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MIDDLESEX COUNTY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

In 1984, Middlesex County College tested 99% of its full-Ume students, a commendable 
performance which met the Board's minimum testing standard. However, the college 
tested only 74% of its part-time students, which fell short of the Board's rrrnimum 
expectation of 90%. 

The college succeeded in enrolling in remediation within two semesters 98% of the 
full-time students identified for leading, 99% of those identified for writing, and 97% of 
those identified for computation; these percentages all met the Board's minimum 
enrollment standard. In addition, the college enrolled within two semesters 31% of its 
full-time students who were identified for algebra remediation (no two-semester 
enrollment standard has been set for algebra). By the fourth semester, zero identified, 
full-time students in the reading and writing areas and only one in computation and two 
in algebra were present without having begun the necessary remedial courses; these 
four-semester values all met the provisional standard. 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. Middlesex used an NJCBSPT-RC score of 162 as its placement 
criterion, which met the provisional standard. At this score level, 44% of the full time 
cohort and 28% of the part-time cohort were identified for remediation. 

KemediaJ Course Outcomes. Seventy-eight percent of the full-time and 87% of the 
part-time students passed the final level of remediation; both rates met the provisional 
standard. Fifty-eight percent of the 325 students who passed the final-level course that 
was taken by most students (RDG Oil) met the college's minimum level on the re test. 
An additional, final-level reading course (RDG 007) was also reported on. In this course, 
only 19% of the 105 exiting students reached the college's retest minimum. The latter 
results were recognized as '...a matter of concern to the college" in the institution" s 
report. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level course in the 
skill area, 74% of the remediation-completed students passed, compared to 77% of the 
non-remedial students; the difference met the provisional standard. Of the students 
completing remediation, 63% had cumulative CPA's at "C" or above, compared to 82% 
of the non-remedial group; the difference met the provisional standard but represented a 
decline from the previous cohort (69% vs. 82% respectively in 1983-85). 

Fifty-six percent of remediation-completed students returned in the fourth semester, 
compared to 53% of non-remedial students, this performance met the provisional 
standard. The SSR of the completers (35%) was nine percentage points below that of the 
non-remedial students (44%), which met the provisional standard. 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. Middlesex used an NJCBSPT-SS score of 162 (which met the 
provisional standard) in combination with a review of the NJCBSPT-Essays of the 
students with borderline multiple-choice scores. Use of these criteria resulted in 
identifying for remediation 34% of the full-time and 23% of the part-time students. 
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the full-time students enrolled in the final-level 
remedial writing course, 72% passed and 86% of part-timers passed the same course. 
Both percentages met the provisional standard and represented improvement over the 
previous (1983-85) cohort. On the retest, 55% of the exiting students reached the 
college's minimum score level. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level English 
Composition course, remediation-rompleted students passed the course at a rate 
comparable to that of the non-remedial students (74% vs. 76% respectively), which met 
the provisional standard. Sixty-two percent of the remedial completers attained a 
cumulative GPA of "C" or better compared to 80% of the non-remedial students. The 
18-percentage-point difference met the provisional standard. 

The remediation-completed students had a 60% retention rate in the fourth semester, 
eight percentage points higher than the non-remedial students (52%), which met the 
provisional standard. The difference in SSRs between the two study groups was small 
(38% vs. 41% respectively) and met the provisional standard. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. Middlesex used a score of 166 on the NJCBSPT-MC as its placement 
criterion, which met the provisional standard. Forty-six percent of the full-time and 
41% of the part-time students were identified for remediation. Of concern, however, 
was the fact that students enrolled in certificate or diploma programs were not required 
to take remedial courses in computation. Thus, a sizeable number of skills-deficient 
students likely were exempted from remediation at the college, 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The full-time cnrollees passed the computation course at a 
rate of 70%, and 83% of the part-time students passed. Both rates met the provisional 
standard. Fifty-five percent of the computation completers met the college s minimum 
score level on the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level course, 67% of 
the remediation-completed students passed compared to 73% of the non-remedial 
students. The difference in performance between the two study groups missed the 
provisional standard by one percentage point. Sixty-four percent of the remedial 
completers had GPA "s at or above "C" compared to 82% for the non-remedial students; 
the difference met the provisional standard. 

At Middlesex, students who completed the computation course returned in the fourth 
semester at a slightly higher rate (58%) than the non-remedial students (55%), which met 
the provisional standard. The SSR's of the two groups differed by eight percentage 
points (37% for completers vs. 45% for non-remedial students), which met the provisional 
standard. 
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Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. Middlesex's algebra criterion was an NJCBSPT-EA score of 167, 
which met the provisional standard. However, a mere 10% of the full-time students were 
identified for algebra remediation, because the college's algebra requirement pertained 
only to students in math-related majors. Moreover, the college did not identify 
part-time students for algebra remediation (i.e., no data for part-time students were 
furnished), reportedly because no part-time students enrolled in curricula that required 
algebra. The college should reexamine its placement policies in remedial mathematics. 
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the identified, full-time students who enrolled in the 
algebra course, 80% passed (which met the provisional standard). Ninety- fuur percent of 
the remedial completers reached the college's minimum score on the retest--a much 
higher percentage than those reported in reading, writing and computation programs. 

Subsequent Academic Performance, In the first (subsequent) college -level math course, 
70% of the algebra completers passed, compared to 76% of the non-remedial students; 
the six-point difference missed the provisional standard by one percentage point. The 
percentages of students whose cumulative GPA was ,r C" or above C" were 67% for the 
remediation-completed students and 81% for the non-remedial students; the 
14-percentage-point difference in performance between the two groups met the 
provisional standard. 

Retention of remediation-completed students at four semesters exceeded that of the 
non-remedial students (69% vs. 59% respectively), which met the provisional standard. 
TheSSR's of the two groups were comparable (46% for completers, 47% for 
non-remedial students) and thus met the provisional standard. 

Overview 

Strengths 

The college tested 99% of the full-time students required to be tested, a commendable 
performance. Further, students who were identified by the college as needing 
remediation (all areas) enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in a timely fashion. 

Retention rates were higher for the remediation-completed groups than for the 
non-remedial students in all skill areas. 

In all four remedial areas, passing rates in remedial courses and the GPA and SSR 
outcomes were uniformly positive. 

Retest results in algebra were high, 94% of the students who passed the remedial course 
reached the college's minimum score on the retest. 

Areas of Concern 

The testing rate for part-time students fell short of the Board's minimum requirement by 
a wide margin. This administrative shortcoming should be addressed by the institution. 

Students enrolled in certificate or diploma programs were not required to take remedial 
courses in computation. Further, just 10% of the full-time cohort was identified as 
needing algebra remediation— a low figure attributable not to the placement test scores 
of entering students but to the institution' s policy on requiring algebra only of students in 
math-related majors. In addition, no part-time students were identified for remedial 
algebra. The entire set of placement and enrollment policies in remedial mathematics 
should be reviewed by the college. 

A general area of concern was the low percentage of students who achieved the college's 
minimum scores on the retests in the areas of reading, writing and computation. For 
example, approximately 81% of the 105 students who passed one of the final-level 
remedial reading courses (RDG007) did not attain the college's minimum score on the 
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retesl. These data raised questions concerning the effectiveness of the remedial courses 
in the three areas, despite other positive outcomes. As was noted by the writer of the 
Middlesex County College Effectiveness Report, "...the results on the retest also show 
that there is still room for improvement in making the remedial courses more effective." 



106 

<d -70- 

ERIC 



1984-1986 



MIDDLESEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
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COUNTY COLLEGE OF MORRiS 



Policy Administration 

In 1984, Coiuny College of Morris tested 91% of its full-time and 97% of it* part- time 
students. Both rates satisfied the Board of Higher Education's minimum testing 
requirement. Moreover, the part-time testing rale had improved considerably over the 
79% reported for the previous (1983) cohort. 

In each of the applicable skill areas, the college enrolled in appropriate remedial courses 
within two semesters over 90% of the full-time students who were identified for 
remediation (in reading, 97%, in writing, 98%, and in computation, 95%), which met tbd 
Board's minimum enrollment requirement. In addition, 92% of the full-time students 
identified for remedial algebra had enrolled in the remedial course within two semes'.ers 
(a two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has not been set). By the fourth 
semester, 8 identified, full-time students for reading, 12 for writing, 22 for computation 
and 35 for algebra had not enrolled in the necessary remedial instruction, the value for 
reading met the provisional standard but the three others did not. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placemen Criteria. The college used as its placement criteria for reading a score of 165 
on NJCBSPT-RC (which met the provisional standard and was fou r scaled score points 
above it) and an Essay score of 7. The criteria resulted in 22% of the full time and 8% of 
the part-time students being identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students who took the final level remedial course, 
66% of the full-time and 68% of the part-time enrollees passed. Neither rate met the 
provisional standard. Despite statements in the institution's report that retests were 
administered by the faculty, no data on retesting were provided. Key term data also 
were missing from the institution's report. Thus, the college did not fulfill the reporting 
guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students passed the first (subsequent) 
college-level course at a rate comparable to that of the non remedial students (87% and 
86% respectively), which met the provisional standard. These passing rates were high. In 
addition, 64% of the remedial completers had cumulative GPA's at or above "C. M 
compared to 77% for non-remedial students, the 13 percentage point difference met the 
provisional standard. 

Remediation-completed students were retained at a higher rate (63%) than the 
non-remedial studunts (58%), which met the provisional standard. Moreover, the five 
percentage-point difference in SSR s between the two groups (40% and 45°; respectively) 
also met the provisional Standard. 

In summary, favornble results wore obtained on each of the "subsequent" academic 
indicators, arguing for a successful remedial effort in reading. The absence of retest and 
other data, however, made it difficult to interpret these positive signs. 
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Writing 



Placement Criteria. Students with an NJCBSPT-English Composition (composite) score 
below 165, and with either an SAT-V score below 350 or grades in high school English 
courses below "C," were identified for remedial writing. These criteria resulted in only 
26% of the full-time and 9% of the part-time students being identified for writing 
remediation. These percentages were low. The college should reconsider its use of high 
school grades in this manner as a determinant of skills preparedness. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Sixty-two percent of the full-time students enrolled in the 
final-level remedial course and 58% of the part-time enrollees passed; these rates did not 
meet the provisional standard Although retests were administered at the end of the 
remedial program, results of this testing were not reported. Moreover, key term data 
also were not provided by the institution. Hence the college did not fulfill the guidelines 
of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Eighty-seven percent of the writing-remediated 
students passed the first (subsequent) college-level writing course, as compared to 86% of 
the non-remedial students; the difference met the provisional standard. However, 
completers of remediation did not fare as well on the GPA indicator: 58% of the 
remediated students had cumulative GPA's at or above "C," compared to 79% of the 
non-remedial students; the difference (21 percentage points) missed the provisional 
standard by one percentage point. 

The retention rate for remedial completers (62%) was higher than that for non-remedial 
students (60%) and thus met the provisional standard. Due to the relatively weak CPA's 
of the remedial completers, the SSR for this group (36%) did not compare favorably to 
chat for the non-remedial students (47%). The difference in SSR's (11 percentage points) 
missed the provisional standard by one percentage point. 

Results for the writing program were mixed. Outcomes were favorable on two of the 
four "subsequent" academic indicators (i.e., passing rates in the first college-level course 
and retention). The missing term and retest data made it especially difficult to inteiprut 
these positive signs. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. Students with an NJCBSPT-MC score below 165, and with either an 
SAT-M below 350 or grades in high school math courses below "C," were identified for 
remediation in computation. The NJCBSPT-MC criterion (in isolation) met the 
provisional standard; nevertheless the college identified only 21% of its full-time 
students and 12% of the part-time students. These identification rates were low, perhaps 
stemming from the college's questionable practice of exempting from remediation 
students whose grades in high school math courses were "C" or above. (The institution s 
"eport confirmed that "the arithmetic component of CCM s remedial/developmental 
program... is mandated for some students on the basis of their performances on the 
NJCBSPT.") Placement policies for remedial mathematics were in need of 
reexaminaMon. The college indicated that its placement criteria were modified for ihu 
1985-87 cohort. 

Remedial Course Outcome*. The passing rates in the final-level remedial computation 
course, 64% for full-time tudents and 63% for part- time students, did not meet thu 
provisional standard. The college's report stated that 'formal post- testing was 
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instituted, commencing with theFall 1984 semester, for all the students who pass MAT 
Oil." Nevertheless, no retest data were provided by the institution. Key term data also 
were not furnished. Hence the college did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The first (subsequent) college-level course passing 
rate for computation completers (25%) was impossible to interpret, on account of the 
extremely small sample size (4 full-time students, out of a possible 2 Q 0 who passed the 
finai-level remedial course) on which this follow up was based. Fifty-six percent of 
computation completers (compared to 78% for the non-remedial group) had GPA's at or 
above a "C"; the 22 percentage-point difference in GPA performance between the two 
student groups did not meet the provisional standard. 

The retention rate for completers of computation (62%) was higher than that for the 
non-remedial group (58%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for the 
remediated group was 35%, compared to 45% for the non- remedial group; the difference 
met the provisional standard. 

In summary, results for the computation program were mixed. Of principal concern, 
aside from the low identification rates, was the absence (or adequacy) of key follow up 
data, which made it impossible to meaningfully assess the program's effectiveness. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. On face value, Morris's NJCBSPT-EA placement score of 172 met 
the provisional standard and was five scaled-score points above it. However, placement 
decisions were also based on high school grades (i.e., "C" in high school math cou -,es), 
SAT-M scores (of 400) and students' choice of major. Consequently, the percentages of 
students identified for remediation in algebra were low: only 1C S of full-time and 5% (or 
23) part-time students. Thus placement policies for remedial mathematics were in nerd 
of reexamination. The college indicated that its placement criteria were revised for the 
1985-87 cohort. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The percentages of students who passed the final-level 
remedial course, 67% full-time and 20% (n=5) part-time enrollees, did not meet the 
provisional standard. Despite the fact that retesting was "conducted for all students who 
pass the particular Basic Algebra course," no data on retesting were reported. Moreover, 
key term data also were missing from the institution's report. Hence the college did not 
fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. For the 'passing rate in first (subsequent) 
college-level course follow up, Morris reported data on only 2 remediation-completed, 
full-time students (out of a possible 86 who passed the final-level remedial course). 
Therefore, these data were not sufficiently representative to yield a meaningful 
comparison. Eighty-one percent of the algebra completers present in the fourth semester 
(n=53)had cumulative GPAs at or above a "C," compared to 73% of the non-remedial 
students. The difference in percent GPAs met the provisional standard and was a 
reversal of the typical pattern. 

Completers of algebra remediation were retained at a rate comparable to the 
non-remedial students (62% and 61% respectively), which met the provisional standard. 
Similarly, the SSR comparison yielded positive results (50% and 41% respectively); the 
difference in performance on this indicator met the provisional standard and was a 
reversal of the typical pattern. 
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The available outcomes for the remedial algebra program were positive. However, the 
absence of critical data and the problematic placement criteria made it difficult' to 
interpret these positive signs. 

Overview 

Strengths 

In 1984, County College of Morris succeeded in testing over 90% of the students requiring 
testing. Moreover, the part-time testing rate reflected considerable improvement over 
the previous (1983) cohort's results. 

Further of the students identified for remediation (all areas), high percentages were 
enrolled in the appropriate remedial courses within two semesters. Few students who 
were identified for reading had not yet taken the appropriate remedial courses by the 
fourth semester. 

Students who completed remediation (all areas) returned in the fourth semester at higher 
rates than the non-remedial students. 

Completers of remedial reading and writing programs passed their first (subsequent) 
college-level courses at high rates. 

In reading, each "subsequent" academic indicator argued for a successful remedial 
effort. Unfortunately, the absence of key data made it difficult to fully interpret these 
positive signs. 

Results for the algebra program were mixed. That the remediated group's performances 
exceeded those of the non-remedial, students on both the GPA and SSR indicators 
(reversals of the typical patterns) were strong indications of effectiveness. Critical data 
omissions, however, made this interpretation inconclusive. 

Areas of Concern 

Serious data omissions (and problems with key data that were submitted) hampered the 
assessment of all remedial programs at this institution. The college did not furnish fourth 
term GPA and SSR data. The institutional report stated that retesting was conducted by 
the faculty in all remedial areas, but no such data were submitted for review. In the 
computation and algebra areas, follow-up data for the first (subsequent) college-level 
courses were furnished on only a very few students who passed the final-level remedial 
courses (4 students and 2 students respectively). These reporting difficulties should be 
addressed by the college. 

The college should investigate policies and practices which yielded low percentages of 
identified students in writing, computation and algebra. These low rates ...ay have 
stemmed, at least in part, from the college's niestionable practice of exempting from 
remediation students whose grades in high school courses were "C" or above. 
Consequently, a large proportion of the student body was under-identified for and thus 
under-served by the remedial programs. The college should reconsider its use of high 
school grades as a determinant of skills preparedness. 

It was unclear from the college's report whether computation was strictly required of all 
students. (The college indicated that its placement procedures for mathematics were 
revised for the 1985-87 cohort.) 

Hi 
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Too many full-time students identified fur ismedial writing, computation and/or 
elementary algebra had not enrolled in the necessary remedial courses by the fourth 
semester, even though they still persisted at the college. 

The passing rates in the remedial courses in all skill areas did not meet the provisional 
standard. 
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COUNTY COLLEGE OF MORRIS 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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OCEAN COUNTY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

Ocean County College tested nearly all of its full-time entering students in both 1983 
(99%) and 1984 (97%), which met the Board's minimum testing requirement. However, 
the college' s testing rate for part-time students dropped from 98% (of 627 students) in 
1983 to only 57% (of 226 students) in 1984; the latter percentage did not meet the 
Board's minimum requirement. Such a dramatic drop should be of concern to the 
college. 

In writing, 97% of identified, full-time students were enrolled in remediation within two 
semesters (which met the Board's minimum standard). However, less than the 
Board-mandated 90% of identified, full-time students were enrolled within two semesters 
in reading (85 >o) and computation (86%). Eleven full-time students each in both reading 
and computation areas remained in the college for four semesters without having begun 
their required remedial courses (which missed the provisional standard by 1 student in 
each case). In writing, on the other hand, the college reported zero such students (which 
met the provisional standard). 

No data on elementary algebra were submitted by the college for the 1984-86 review 
cycle, despite the availability of algebra data for the previous (1983-85) cohort, the 
college did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. Ocean used an NJCBSPT-RC score of 161 (which met the 
provisional standard) plus an in-cla>s diagnostic test for placing students in remedial 
reading courses. This resulted in the identification for remediation of 46% of the 
full-time and 53% of the part-time students. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final-level remedial reading course was parsed by 78% 
of the 373 full-time, and 75% of the 71 part-time, students who were enrolled. Both 
rates met the provisional standard. Ocean did not report any retest data; thus, the 
college did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) coiiege-level course. 78% of 
the reading-remediated students passed, compared to 82% of non-remedial students; the 
difference met the provisional standard. Ninety-three percent of the remedial 
completers had GPA s at or above 'CT— a remarkable improvement compared to the 67% 
level reported for the 1983 cohort. In 1984, the comparable rate for the non-remedial 
students was 97%; the difference in GPA rates for the two study groups met the 
provisional standard. 

Remediated students were retained in the fourth semester in greater proportion (61%) 
than the non-remedial students (56%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR of 
remediated students (57%) exceeded that of non-remedial students (54%), which met the 
provisional standard and was a reversal of the typical pattern. Moreover, the SSR for 
remediated students represented a 14-point increase over the 1983 rate. 



Writing 



Placement Criteria. The college used the following combinations of criteria for 

£ A^??V?o?« eC ?H ^J 1 ? 1 NJ CBSPT -Essay 9 (which met the provisional standard) 
with NJCBSPT-SS 145 (which did not meet the provisional standard and was 16 
scaled-score points below it); or NJCBSPT-SS 150 (which did not meet the provisional 
standard and was 11 points below it) with NJCBSPT-Essay in the range 7-8 (which met 
the provisional standard); or NJCBSPT-Essay 6 (which did not meet the provisional 
standard and was two points below it). With these cutoffs, Ocean identified for 
remediation only 20% of its 935 tested, full-time ;tudents and 30% of its 67 part-time 
students. These identification rates were low. The placement criteria employed bv 
Ocean seemingly under-identified the need for writing remediation at the college A 
sizeable percentage of students (perhaps 20-30% of the freshmen) who performed below 
he provisional standards on the NJCBSPT were, in effect, exempted from remediation at 
this college. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students who were identified for writing 
remediation, 76% of full-time enrollees and 67% of part-time enrollees passed the 
tinal-level course; the rate for full-time students met the provisional standard but the 

rat A .riW" 11 ^ s * udents did not - No retest data were reported; thus, the college did 
not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level course, only 
It V« W ntln S- r f media ted students passed compared to 79% of non-remedial students; 
the difference did not meet the provisional standard. Moreover, given the observed laxity 
ot placement standards in writing, the latter group's passing rate likely did not afford as 
useful a comparison as at other institutions. 

In 1984-86, a high percentage (88%) of remediated students had GPA's at or above "C " 
The comparable figure for the 1983 cohort, however, was 55%. Such a large jump in only 
a year s time raised questions about grading practices and about the consistency of data 
calculations and reporting from year to year. 

Nj n e }y~ six P ercent of the non-remedial group (1984 cohort) had GPA's at or above "C"- 
the difference between the two comparison groups met the provisional standard To the 
program's credit, remediation-completed students were retained in greater proportion 
(60%) than their non-remedial counterparts (53%), which met the provisional standard 
As seen in the reading area, the SSR for remediation-completed students (53%) slightly 
exceeded that of the non-remedial students (51%), which met the provisional standard. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. Ocean used an NJCBSPT-MC score of 161 as its criterion for 
remedial placement; the cutoff did not meet the provisional standard and was four 
scaled-score points below it. As a consequence, only 32% of full-time and 46% of 
part-time students were identified for computation. The rate for full-time students 
especially was low; the college under-identified students in need of computation 
assistance. 
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 283 full-time students who enrolled in computation 
73% passed, which met the provisional standard. In contrast, 81% of the part-time 
enrollees passed, which met the provisional standard and was 11 percentage points above 

lt « S ,r in , the other skiH areas ' data on retes l in 8 were not provided; hence the college did 
not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. 

113 
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Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level mathematics 
course, just over half (54%) of the remediated students passed compared to 78% of the 
non-remedial students; the difference did not meet the provisional standard and was 10 
percentage points below it. Even in the absence of retest data, this low subsequent 
college-level course passing rate suggested difficulty with the computation area in 
1984-86. Paradoxically, the college reported that 94% of these computation-remediated 
students had GPA's at or above "C." Yet for the fourth semester only (i.e., term data), 
this percentage was reportedly 78%— inconsistent with the cumulative figure. Further, 
the college reported only one year earlier (i.e., for 1983-85) that only 69% of remedial 
completers had cumulative GPA's at or above "C." The anomalies called into question 
the accuracy of these data. 

Only 52% of remedial completers were present at the fourth semester, compared to 56% 
of the non-remedial students, which did not meet the provisional standard. The SSR for 
remediated students was 49% and for non-remedial students it was 54%; the difference 
met the provisional standard. 

Elementary Algebra 

The College did not report data for this skill area, despite the availability of such data 
for the previous (1983-85) cohort. No explanation for the omission was given by the 
college. 

Overview 

Strengths 

The college tested 97% of its entering, full-time cohort. 

Of the three skill areas for which data were furnished, the reading program appeared co 
be the most successful. Most of the outcomes for reading were positive. However, the 
absence of retest data made it difficult to interpret these positive signs. 

Completers of remediation in reading and in writing were retained in higher percentages 
than the non-remedial students. 

The improvement from 1983-85 to 1984-86 in SSR for reading-remediated students is 
noteworthy. 

Areas of Concern 

The testing rate for part-time students was especially poor. The college should raise its 
part-time testing rate in accordance with Board policy. 

The placement criteria in writing and computation areas were set too low, giving rise to 
an under-identification of students who needed remediation at the college. 

Too many students identified for remediation in reading and computation were not 
enrolled in appropriate remedial courses, especially within the first two semesters. 

No data were reported for elementary algebra, despite the existence of courses in this 
skill area and the availability of these data for the previous cohort. Further, no 
explanation was given for this omission. 
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wtS^timSlF rePOrt6d f0ranyskiH area ' which made interpretation of the other 



SUA nbon ra» e ^ th e passing rate in the first (subsequent) college-level course for 
completers of the computation program did not compare favorably to the rates for the 
non-remedial students. These outcomes warrant attention by the college 

SfaTf re f atedl y y» had difficulty in adequately reporting its basic skills data. Further 
t year unexplained) insistencies were readily apparent in the data submitted year 



••Developmental" courses may have been college-credit bearing at this institution in 
opposition to Board of Higher Education policy. institution, in 
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OCEAN COUNTY COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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PASSAIC COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE* 



Policy Administration 

Passaic tested 91% of its full-time students but only 64% of its part-time students. In 
1984, the full-time rate met the Board's requirement (and it did so in 1983 as well); 
however, the part-time rate did not, and it represented a decline from the 92% part- time 
rate that the college reported for the 1983 cohort. It is noteworthy that the part-time 
students requiring testing increased at Passaic from 182 in 1983 to 353 in 1984. The 
college succeeded in enrolling in required remediation within two semesters over 90% of 
its full-time students in reading (92%), writing (97%), and computation (90%), all of which 
met the Board' s minimum standard. Sixty percent of the full-time students who needed 
remedial algebra enrolled in appropriate algebra courses within two semesters (no 
two-semester enrollment standard has been set for elementary algebra). B> the fourth 
semester, only two or fewer students in each skill area (including elementary algebra) 
were still present without having begun the necessary remediation; the numbers met the 
provisional standard. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. Passaic used an NJCBSPT-RC score of 165 (which met the 
provisional standard and exceeded it by four points) to identify 85% of its full-time and 
73% of its part-time students for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 160 full-time students enrolled in the final level of 
reading, just half (50%) passed. Part-timers passed at a similar rate (53%). Although 
neither rate met the 70% provisional standard, it bears mentioning that the college 
defined passing as a grade of "C" or better. Of the students who passed the course, only 
52% reached the college's minimum on the re test (Stanford Diagnostic- Reading 
Comprehension test). 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Sixty- two students who completed reading 
remediation were reported on for their first (subsequent) college-level English course and 
just over half (56%) passed, compared to 81% (n=47) of the non- remedial students. The 
difference did not meet the provisional standard. However, in the more general indicator 



*It is important to note two special circumstances regarding Passaic County Community 
College. First, Passaic in general suffered from such a severe attrition problem during 
the years of this study that the sizvs of the various comparison groups frequently were so 
small as to make any interpretation of the results unreliable. The majority of the 
students identified for remediation left the college without having finished remedial 
work. For example, of the 228 students who needed reading remediation and who had not 
completed it by the end of the third semester, only 8 (4%) returned in the fourth 
semester. Second, the basic skills cohort reported on here constitutes only approximately 
half of the actual class; the balance were ESL/bilingual students, and it would be 
impossible to get a balanced view of Possaics special challenge and effort without 
studying that sizable component as well. 
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of academic performance- the percentages having a GPA at or above "C"— the gap in 
performance between the remedial completers (59%) and the non-remedial students (69%) 
met the provisional standard. 

It should be noted that while the completers who returned in the fourth semester 
comprised a relatively small group (n-46), the non-remedial students (n-29) were an even 
smaller group. The completers had a slightly higher retention rate (58%) than the 
non-remedial students (55%); thus, the difference met the provisional standard. The SS>< 
of the completers (34%) was similar to the non-remedial students (38%) and the 
difference met the provisional standard. 

The high attrition among students who did not complete remediation at the college (96% 
were no longer present by the fourth semester), and the large size of this group relative 
to the total cohort (218 of the starting 351), affected the interpretation of data for this 
college. For those students who completed remediation, there was a mixed pattern of 
results across the indicators. Low passing rates in the remedial course, low percentages 
reaching minimum on the retest, followed by marginal success for the group as a whole in 
the subsequent college-level English course, were tempered by the relatively favorable 
GPA s for those who persisted four semesters. 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. Passaic used an NJCBSPT-SS score of 165, (which met the 
P^' s '°" al standard and wa s four points above it) and a local score of 9 on the 
NJCBSPT-Essay (which was one point above the provisional standard) to identify 92% of 
its full-time students and 77% of the part-timers for writing remediation. 

Remedipl Course Outcomes. Of the 211 full-time students in the final level of writing 
only 50% passed (however, it should be kept in mind that passing was defined by the 
college as a grade of "C" or better). The part-timers had a 41% passing rate. Neither 
rate met the provisional standard. Two-thirds (66%) of those who passed the course 
reached the college's minimum cn the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. As in the other skill areas, all results should be 
viewed with caution because of the small size of the study groups by the fourth 
semester. In the first (subsequent) college-level English composition course, only 39% 
(n=97)of the remediation-completed students passed, compared with 100% (n=19) of the 
non-remedial students. The difference did not meet the provisional standard. Yet on the 
GPA measure, the completers were closer (63% at or above "C") to their non-remedial 
counterparts (79% at or above "C") and the difference met the provisional standard. 

The fourth semester retention rate for completers (53%) fell below that of non-remedial 
students (58%) and thus did not meet the provisional standard (however, the non-remedial 
comparison group here numbered only 14 students). The SSR for the completers (33%) 
also fell below that of the non-remedial students (46%) and the difference did not meet 
the provisional standard. 



Despite difficulties with interpreting these data due to the small sizes of the study 
groups, there was reason to be concerned about various outcomes: the passing rates in 
remedial writing courses, the low passing rate for remedial completers in the subsequent 
English composition course, and the low retention rates of the remediated students 
relative to the non-remedial students. 
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Computation 



Placement Criteria. Passaic placed students into computation remediation if their 
NJCBSPT-MC score fell below 165; this criterion met the provisional standard. The 
colh a identified 93% of its full-time students and 83% of its part-time students for 
remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The passing rate for full-time students was 62% and for 
part-tirxiers it was 63% (though passing was defined by the college as a grade of "C" or 
better). Neither rate met the provisional standard. Those who passed, however, showed a 
75% rate of reaching the college's minimum on the re test. The retest minimum (on the 
NJCBSPT-MC) was set five scaled score points above the placement criterion. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level math course, 
the remedial completers passed at a higher rate (69%) than the non- remedial stud nts 
(60%) and the differential met the provisional standard. Again, one must be cautious 
because the non-remedial group numbered only 10 students. These passing rates, albeit 
based on small groups, wore a reversal of the typical pattern. The same pattern reversal 
was evident in the percentages of GPA's at or above "C": the completers (62%) 
outperformed the non-remedial students (57%) and thus the relative performances met 
the provisional standard. 

The completers* retention rate (60%) fell short of the rate for non- remedial students 
(70%) and did not meet the provisional standard. However, keep in mind that the 
non- remedial group numbered only seven students. On SSR, the two groups performed 
comparably (37% vs. 40%) and the difference met the provisional standard. 

The relatively high minimum exit standard (and low remedial course passing rate) yielded 
students as a group whose GPA's and whose passing rates in the college level math 
course surpassed those of the non- remedial students. These positive outcomes were 
offset by the small group size, lower retention rate and SSR's of the 
remediation-completed group. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. Passaic used a combination of an NJCBSPT-MC score of at least 
165 and an NJCBSPT-EA score of 176 (which was nine points above the provisional 
standard) to olace students. While this is a relatively high cut-score on the algebra 
portion of the NJCBSPT, only 4% of the full-time students (nM5) and 2% of part-timers 
(n=5) were identified as needing elementary algebra. Note that 93% of the full-time 
cohort was placed in computation, thus, of 351 full-time students tested only 10 students 
in the entire cohort did not need any mathematics remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The previous cautions on small group size apply especially 
to ths algebra group. Of 12 full-Ume students who enrolled. 83% passed the final-level 
course (and all of the 4 part-timers passed)(and passing was defined b> the college as a 
grade of "C" or better)/ These passing rates met the provisional standard. No retest 
data were reported; thus, the college did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines for 
this skill area. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only three remediation completed students (and 10 
non-remedial students) were tracked into the college -level math courses. With so few- 
students passing through the elementary algebra course and even fewer remaining at the 
college for four semesters (n=2), analysis of these data was pointless. 
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Overview 

Strengths 

I. h ?™. U f ee " S testin 8 rate f ? r full-time students met the Board's requirement of 90% for 

CommunTv ronPop Ut !r f re ; ieW f CyC GS V Furt i ,er ' H & 0CS t0 the credit of Pa»°c County 
Community College that despite the fact that an overwhelming majority of students 
entering the college were found to be skills-deficient in one or more areas, he coUege 
3S twc ^ seme e ste 0 rs !"* ^ 9 ° % ° f ln remedial courses wUlffihe 

Retention rates for completers of reading remediation exceeded those of Hip 
non-remedial students. 

Completers of remedial computation surpassed the non-remedial students in passing rates 
for the subsequent college-level math courses and in percentage of CPA s at or above a 
C. These are positive signs of effectiveness. 

The college's narrative report was thorough and it posed many recommendations for 
Sl7he 0 r V e ementS * Sl ' 88CSlS M inSliU,li ° n is keonly awar,i of ^ZnLs 
Areas of Concern 

Retest data wore not reported for elementary algebra, which made the assessment of the 
program, particularly in view of the extremely small sizes of the follow-up student 
groups, next to impossible. 

The general attrition at Passaic was so severe as to reduce the follow-up study groups to 
sample sizes that afforded meaningless comparisons. 

The college needs to improve its testing rate for part-time students. 

Passing rates in the final remedial courses in reading, writing and computation did not 
meet the provisional standard. 

Completers of remediation in reading and wribr t s .sed their subsequent college-level 
courses a». rates far below those of the non-rem. ui students. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

According to the institution's report, program administrators and faculty at Passaic have 
proposed a number of initiatives to adC ss such things as compliance with the Board's 
testing rate for part-time students, remedial course passing rates, follow-up 
college-level course perfomnnce. data base improvements and research. The colleoe 
should consider following through on these recommendations. 

The institution should continue to explore ways to keep students at the college lone 
enough to complete remediation. 6 6 
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1984-1986 



PASSAIC COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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RARITAN VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

Raritan Valley Community College (formerly Somerset County College) tested nearly 
100% u full-time students and 97% of its part-time students in 1984, a commendable 
performance. The college enrolled in remediation within two semesters 95% of the 
full-time students who needed reading, 91% of those who needed writing, 84% of those 
who needed computation and 90% of those who needed elementary algebra. Among these 
enrollment rates, only that for computation did not meet the Board's expectation of 90% 
(note, however, that no two-semester enrollment standard has been set for algebra). No 
students (in any of the areas) were ^esent in the fourth semester without having begun 
the needed remediation. 



Remedial Areas 



Reading 



Placement Criteria. The placement criterion used, 162 on the NJCBSPT-RC, met the 
provisional standard. Thirty-seven percent of the full-time group and 38% of the 
part-time group were identified for reading remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-seven percent of the full-time students passed the 
final level of remediation in reading (met the provisional standard) but only 60% of the 
103 part-time students passed. The latter passing rate did not meet the provisional 
standard. Eighty-five percent of those who passed the course met the college's minimum 
on tne retest, even though the re test scores did not affect the students' final grade. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Ninety- two percent of the students who completed 
remediation in reading passed the first college-level course as compared to 97% of the 
non-remedial students. The difference met the provisional standard. Of the 
remeuation-completed students, 34% attained GPA's of "C" or better as compared to 
90% for the non-remedial group. A substantial increase over the previous year in the 
percent above "C" was noted for both study groups. These GPA figures are high for both 
groups and the difference in performance between the two groups met the provisional 
standard. 

Only 36% of the students who completed remediation in reading returned in the fourth 
semester as compared to 39% of the students who did not need remediation. This 
difference in retention rates did not meet the provisional standard. The low retention 
rates depressed the SSR s for both completers (30%) and non-remedial students (36%), 
but the differential met the provisional standard. 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion for writing was an NJCBSPT-SS score of 
162, which met the provisional standard. It resulted in the identification for remediation 
of 34% of the full-time and 29% of the part-time students. 
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-one percent of full-time students and 79% of 
part-timers passed the final level of writing remediation. Both rates met the provisional 
standard. Fifty-one percent of the remediated students met the college's minimum 
score on the retest, even though the retest results were not used in the students final 
grade determination. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Of the students who completed remediation in 
writing, 87% passed the first college-level course as compared to 96% for the 
non-remedial students. While both rates are high, the difference fell short of the 
provisional standard by four percentage points. Seventy-eight percent of the 
remediation-completed students attained GPA's of a "C" or better as comoared to 86% 
for the non-remedial group. The percent above "C" for completers represented an 
increase of 12 percentage points over 1983 and the difference in performance of the two 
groups met the provisional standard. 

Thirty-four percent of the remediated students returned in the fourth semester as 
compared to 39% of the students who did not need remediation. This difference in favor 
of the non-remedial students did not meet the provisional standard. Remedial completers 
as a group exhibited an SSR of 27% compared to 33% for the non-remedial students. The 
SSR differential met the provisional standard. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion used for computation was a score of 165 on 
the NJCBSPT-MC, which met the provisional standard. As a result, thirty-four percent 
of full-time students and 55% of part-time students were identified for computation 
remediation. The college began offering computation courses in the fall of 1985; 
therefore, this cohort likely represented only a fraction of the students who otherwise 
would have been identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Only 63% of full-time enrollees and 57% of the part-time 
enrollees passed thp final level of computation remediation. These rates did not meet the 
provisional standard. Of the students who passed, however, 86% met the college's 
minimum level on the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The students who completed remediation in 
computation passed the first college-level course at a higher rate than the ncn-remedial 
students (95% vs. 85% respectively, met the provisional standard). This follow-up was 
based on only 22 (of a possible 123) students; thus, caution is in order. Sixty-one percent 
of the remediation-completed students attained GPA's of *C" or better as compared to 
86% for the non-remedial group. This difference did not meet the provisional standard. 

Of the students who completed remediation in computation. 41% returned in Spring 1986, 
compared to 32% of the students who did not need remediation. The retention rates, 
which favored completers over the non-remedial students, met the provisional standard. 
The SSR's for both groups were low (25% and 29% respectively), but the difference 
between them met the provisional standard. 

The favorable retest results combined with the high passing rate in the subsequent math 
course weie two compelling indications of program effectiveness. The lower subsequent 
GPA's of the completers, however, suggested that carry-over effects into the general 
curriculum were slight. 
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Elementary Algebra 



Placement Criteria. The criteria for placement were an NJCBSPT-EA score of 167 
(which met the provisional standard) with an NJCBSPT-MC score greater than 165. 
Application of these criteria, however, resulted in relatively low percentages of students 
identified for remediation: 23% of full-time students and 28% of part-time students. 
Tha college should investigate the circumstances that produced the low percentages. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Only 62% of the full- lime and 70% of the part-time 
enrollees passed the final level of remediation in elementary algebra. The full-time rate 
did not meet the provisional standard but the part-time rate did. Eighty-four percent of 
the students who passed the course reached the college's minimum on the re test. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Ninety-six percent of the students who completed 
remediation in algebra passed the first college-level course as compared to 86% for the 
non-remedial group. The high passing rate of the completers is noteworthy. The 
performance differential met the provisional standard and exceeded it by 15 percentage 
points. Eighty-one percent of the remediation-completed students attained GPA's of 
"C" or better as compared to 88% for the non-remedial students (met the provisional 
standard and exceeded it by 13 percentage points). 

Of the students who completed remediation, 83% returned in the fourth semester as 
compared to only 24% of the students who did not need remediation (met the provisional 
standard and exceeded it by 59 percentage points). This represented a significant 
increase for the completers over the 1983 cohort data (and a decrease for the 
non-remedial group). In SSR, the performance of the completers (59%) also exceeded 
that of the non-remedial students (23%)(which met the provisional standard), an unusual 
pattern attributable to the dramatic gap in retention between the two groups and 
favorable GPA's of the remediated students. 

In summary, the outcome indicators almost uniformly presented a compelling argument 
for a successful algebra program for those in the cohort who were identified as needing 
remediation. 



The college was effective in testing and enrolling students in appropriate courses. 

The passing rates for students in remedial reading and writing courses weie high. 

The passing rates were high in first (subsequent) college-level courses for those who 
successfully completed their remedial math requirements. 

The GPA gap between the remediated and non-remedial student study groups was small in 
the areas of reading, writing and algebra. 

The retention rate* for remediation-completed students in the two mathematics areas 
exceeded the rates of the non-remedial students. The same was true for successful 
survival rates. 

Outcome indicators in the algebra area were nearly all positive, thus arguing convincingly 
for a successful remedial effort. 



Overview 



Strengths 
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Areas of Concern 



ERIC 



In reading and writing, remediated students were retained in smaller percentages than 
their non-remedial counterparts. The college might look into the factors which 
contributed to this. 

The percentage of students identified for algebra remediation appeared low considering 
the criteria used for placement. The college might look into whether additional criteria 
were employed (e.g., were the math-related majors the only students who were required 
to enroll?). n 

The passing rates in the remedial computation and algebra areas did not meet the 
provisional standard. The students who passed, however, performed well subsequently 
This pattern suggests appropriately high standards in the remedial courses. The college 
might address ways to raise the passing rates while maintaining the standards. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

The percentages reaching the college's minimum on the retest were uneven across the 
skill areas, with writing being significantly below the others in this regard. The colleen 
may wish to examine whether counting the writing retest as part of the final grade might 
have a favorable effect, since such a practice would encourage maximum motivation 
among test-takers. 
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RARITAN VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Fuil-Time* Cohort 
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SALEM COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

In 1984, Salem tested all of its full-time students and 94% of its part-time students (and 
also 99% and 93% respectively in 1983), a commendable effort that exceeded the 90% 
minimum requirement of the Board. Of students who needed remediation, the college 
succeeded in enrolling over 90% in appropriate remedial courses within two semesters in 
writing (97%) and computation (91%) but not in reading (86%). The latter percentage did 
not meet the Board's minimum requirement of 90%. In addition, 100% of the students 
who needed remediation in algebra were enrolled in remedial algebra courses within two 
semesters (no two-semester enrollment standard has been set for elementary algebra). 
By the fourth semester, only five or fewer full-time students per skill area who had not 
yet enrolled in required remediation were present. These numbers met the provisional 
standard. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. Salem used an NJCBSPT-RC score of 163, below which students 
were identified for remediation. The criterion met the provisional standard (and was two 
points above it) and resulted in the identification of 46% of fuli-time and 25% of 
part-time test-takers. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Sixty-five percent of full-time and 67% of part-time 
enrollees passed the final level 0 f remediation in reading. Neither passing rate met the 
provisional standard. The college did not furnish data on retesting; hence it did not fulfill 
the Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent college-level course, 82% of the 
reading completers passed compared to 78% of the non-remedial students. The superior 
performance of the completers over the non-remedial students met the provisional 
standard. However, the cumulative GPA's of the completers did not to match those of 
non-remedial students. Only 52% of the completers had GPA's at or above "C M 
compared to 84% of the non-remedial students; the 32 percentage point difference did 
not meet the provisional standard. 

The retention rate at the fourth semester for the completers (48%) exceeded that of the 
non-remedial students (44%), which met the provisional standard. Because of the great 
difference in GPA'b, however, the completers did not perform well on the SSR indicator 
relative to the non-remedial students (25% vs. 37%) and the difference did not meet the 
provisional standard. 

The outcomes were mixed for the reading program. Favorable passing rates in first 
(subsequent) college-level courses and fourth-semester retention rates for remediated 
students were not accompanied by GPA's that were comparable to those of the 
non-remedial students. 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. Salem used an NJCBSPT- SS score of 163 (which met the provisional 
standard and was two points above it) to identify 47% of its full-time and 30% of its 
q part-time students for remediation. 
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T c e n„ X , r CourSe 0ufcomes - of the students in the final writing level, 65% of full-timers 
and 69% of part-timers passed The- rates did not meet the provisional s ?andard ™d 

TfZ Tt* than ,h0S V e r/ ed f °- - ,e 1983 C0h0rt < 72% ™ d 83% respect S l^ 
Sideline's ^ ? 1 ' ^ C ° Hege did n0t ful ' U1 the Coun ciTs reporting 

SiSSSl Acaden ?! c Romance. Seventy-five percent of the students who completed 
remediation m writing passed the first (subsequent) college-level course as compTred to 

Holvp f T n " remedial S i udentS: ? e differenc e met the provisional standard 
However, it also represented a considerable drop from the passing rates of Q6% for 
completers and 80% for non-remedial students reported for the 1983 cohort Forfy-seven 
percent of the remediation-completed students attained GPA's at or above »rr 
^Tr, 1° 900/0 f °» . th f non-remedial group. The difference between these two groups 
(43 percentage points; did not meet the provisional standard. Moreover, this difference 
was greater than the 13 percentage point gap reported for the previous year mtterence 

InZo 5 ^ PRrCent ° f i h ~ S i udm } S Wh0 com P leted remediation in writing returned ,n 
Spring 1986 as compared to 48% of the students who did not need remediation, which met 

? R o/ P n rf Standard - °T g ? the Wide gap in GPA ' S ' the SSR f °r the completers 
(26%) was not comparable to that for the non-remedial group (43%)- the different did 
not meet the provisional standard. S ( ' (utterance did 

The mixed pattern of results for writing was similar to that for reading: favo-able 
retention and success in the first (subsequent) college-level course for completers as 
fheTpA ind^caTor 111 StUdentS ' ^ * COTres ^ ondin ^ P 00r relative performance on 

Computation 

55 °n menf Cr \ tG1 ^ T 5f ? 1Iege US6d M NJCBSPT-MC score of 161 (which did not meet 
he provisional standard) plus an ,n-house test to identify for remed ation 39% of Us 
full-time and 25% of its part-time students. These identification rates were low 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Only 61% of full-time enrollees passed the final level of 
remediation m computation, which did not meet the provisional standard. Eightv-three 
percent of the 18 part-time enrollees passed, which met the provisional standard and 
represented an improvement from the previous (1983) cycle's part-time passing rate of 
64%. No retest data were provided; thus, the college did not fulfill the Council's 
reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Sixty-seven percent of the students who completed 
remediation in computation passed the first college-level course as compared to 84% for 
the non-remedial students; the difference did not meet the provisional standard. Further 
the drop rom the 90% rate for remedial completers (vs. 89% for non-remedial students)' 
reported for the previous (1983) cohort is an area which merits attention. Forty-five 
percent ot the remediation-completed students attained GPA's of "C" or better as 
compared to 84% for the non-remedial group. The gap of 39 percentage points did not 
mee the provisional standard. Such wide gaps in the performances of the two groups 
should be investigated. 5 * 

Forty-two percent of the students who completed remediation in computation returned in 
Spring 1986 js compared to 18% of the students who did not need remediation The 
difference did not meet the provisional standard. In addition, the rate for remedial 
completers represented a decline of 15 percentage points from the previous cohort- 
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reasons for the drop should be of interest to the college. On the SSR indicator, the 
remediated group (19%) did not perform well compared to the non-remedial students 
(40%); the difference did not meet the provisional standard. 

In summary, use of a low NJCBSPT-MC placement criterion, and follow-up outcomes 
which all fell short of the provisional standards, point to a program that was in need of 
improvement. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. The college's NJCBSPT-EA cutoff of 168 (which met the 
provisional standard and was one point above it) plus an in-house test were used to 
identify for remediation 53% of full-time and 66% of part-time students. Included in 
these percentages were 46 full-time and 32 part-time students who were not strictly 
required by their programs to take elementary algebra. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final-level course, 66% of 
full-time and 65% of part-time students passed. Neither rate met the provisional 
standard and the full- time rate represented a drop of 11 percentage points from the level 
reported for the 1983 cohort. No retest data were supplied; thus, the college did no*, 
fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Eighty-six percent of the students who completed 
remediation in algebra passed the first college-level course as compared to 96% for the 
non-remedial group. Although these passing rates were high, the different between 
them did not meet the provisional standard. It should be kept in mind, however, that 
non-remedial students performed so well in this course (96% passed) that the comparison 
with remediation-completed students may not have yielded a fruitful criticism. 
Seventy-two percent of the remediation-completed students attained GPA's of "C" or 
above as compared to 77% for the non-remedial students. This GPA performance met 
the provisional standard (and was 15 percentage points above it). 

Fifty-one percent of the students who completed remediation returned in Spring 1986 as 
compared to 39% of the students who did not need remediation. This large difference in 
favor of the completers met the provisional standard. Not surprisingly, the SSR of the 
completers as a group (37%) exceeded that of the non-remedial students (30%), which not 
only met the provisional standard but was also a reversal of the typical pattern. 

The majority of indicators suggested that the program was effective. However, the 
absence of retest data made it difficult to interpret these positive signs. 

Overview 

Strengths 

The college is to be commended for its consistently high ra'es of testing both full- and 
pari- time students. Further, the college succeeded in enrolling most of its students in 
appropriate writing and mathematics remedial courses within two semesters. 

Passing rates for remedial completers in first (subsequent) college-level courses were 
high in all areas except computation. 

Retention rates for completers of ail skill areas except computation exceeded those of 
non-remedial students. 
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Most outcomes for the algebra program, especially the SSR of comDleters fwhirh 
exceeded that for the non-remedial students), were positiv Ve a S o ' r e test data 
however, made it difficult to interpret these positive signs. 1 dat3. 

Areas cf Concern 

The college should raise its two-semester enrolment rate ft wading to at l P ast th P ano, 
minimum requirement of the Board. 8 east the 90/0 

HO! ^ putation Program at Salem employed low placement criteria. Further each of 
m m nn iT UP ,-i ndlC , at0rS of L acadei ™ Performance for students who comp eted 
computation did not meet the applicable provisional standard. The college has reason tn 
be concerned about the effectiveness of this program. 8 t0 

N o°o da t ta v, W f re provided on rotesting, despite the implicit suggestion in the institution's 
report that at least some retesting was conducted (e.g., faculty are^ no m fo mlv 
using a standardized pre- and post-test procedure for remedial coursps we Zl remit 
that data on next year's report."). The absence of these data mad it 'Su tT 
interpret outcomes on the other indicators. oitticult to 

The college needs to take a close look at the outcomes for the 1984 cohort comoared tn 
he performance of the 1983 cohort in all skill areas. Low passing rates in both remed al 
and subsequent college-level courses which were getting even lower are a pLp fir 
concern. Favorable retention rates for the reme^S^e^s^s ^e to 
he non-remedial students did not look as favorable when viewed next to the rates for he 
remediation-completed group of one year earlier. SSR's especially we?e not onlv low hut 
lower than those reported for the previous year, and in three of the rTmedia areas fl p 

Z rpt T ^ f« r mm u ati °V he romediated students performed Tmucn be ow &£' 
non-remedial students on this indicator. These downward trends raised Questions 
concerning the attention being devoted to the programs. questions 

a?p f ;I r oF ltme r t ° f placement criteria and standard-setting in Salem's report highlighted 
areas of confusion that may have given rise to unnecessary year-to-yeL f uctua fons 
The college should re-examine how its placement criteria are set and the e> Ten to which 
faculty are permitted to adjudicate the placement decisions 
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SALEM COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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1984-86 



SUSSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMISSION* 



Policy Administration 

In Fall 1984, Sussex County Community College Commission was responsible for testing 
and tracking only part-time students, full-time students were tested and reported on by 
other institutions (see footnote). Sussex tested 165 part-time students, which 
represented 100% of the students required to be testeci. This commendable performance 
met the Board's minimum testing requirement. 

The college enrolled in remedial courses within two semesters 37% of the part-time 
students who were identified for reading/writing, 55% of those identified for computation 
and 54% of those identified for remedial algebra (no provisional standard has been set for 
part-time students). One hundred percent of the (part-time) students who needed 
remediation in reading/writing (N=35) began the necessary remedial courses within four 
semesters, which met the provisional standard set for full-time students (again, no 
provisional standard has been *>et for part-time students). After four semesters, 12 
students identified for computation and 20 students identified for remedial algebra 
remained at the college without having enrolled in the necessary remedial courses. 
Considering that all students were part-time, Lie college was successful in providing 
timely remedial courses to the students who needed them. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading/Writing 

Placement Criteria. In 1984, Sussex offered a combined reading/writing course for 
students scoring below 165 on the NJCBSPT-RC (which met the provisional standard) and 
below 7 on the NJCBSPT- Essay (which fell short of the provisional standard by one 
point). Of those tested, 21% were identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The passing rate for tho course was high: of the 35 students 
who took the course, 88% passed (which met the provisional standard). Further, 98/o of 
those who passed the course achieved the college s minimum bcore on the retest. 



*/n 1984, Sussex County Community College Commission was responsible for the testing, 
remediating, and tracking of only its part time students. Full time students enrolled in 
the County College of Morris and were reported with that institutions data. .Moreover, 
data on ac idemn (' follow-up") indicators for part-time students were not called for in 
the Basic Skills Council's reporting guidelines. Hence this assessment was limited to 
policy administration, placement and remedial course outcomes for the tollege'F 
part-time cohort. Beginning in Fall 1986, when Sussex was given authority to grant 
degrees in business and liberal arts, the college began testing and remediating the 
full-time students in the new degree programs, along with sewing its part-time 
population. In addition, through a contract with Upsala College (Wirth Campus), Sussex 
now prov/des testing and remediation for L'psala's full- and part -time students. It is 
anticipated that follow -up data on full-time students will be pro\ided in future reports. 
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Results for part-time students were not called for in 
he Council- s reporting guidelines. Moreover, data for Sussex students were included in 
the statistics reported by other institutions (see footnote). 

Writing 

^institution did not offer a separate remedial course in writing (see Reading/Writing 
Computation 

Placement Criteria. Using a score of 165 on the NJCBSPT-MC as the cut off (which met 
the provisional standard), 44% of the students were identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-eight percent of the 48 enrollees passed the 
computation course, which met the provisional standard. Of those who passed, 96% 
attained the college's minimum score on the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Results for part-time students were not called for in 
the Council s reporting guidelines. Moreover, data for Sussex students were included m 
the statistics reported by other institutions (see footnote). 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. In algebra, the placement criterion used was an NJCBSPT-EA score 
of 167 (which met the provisional standard) for students whose NJCBSPT-MC score was 
above 165. Thirty-five percent of the cohort (57 students) were identified for remedial 
algebra. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy- eight percent of the 36 enrollees passed the course, 
which met the provisional standard. Ninety-nine percent of the students who passed 
attained the college's minimum score on the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance, Results for part-time students were not called for in 
the Council's reporting guidelines. Moreover, data for Sussex students were included in 
the statistics reported by other institutions (see footnote). 

Overview 

Strengths 

Sussex succeeded in testing 100% of the students required to be tested. This performance 
was commendable. Further, all students identified for remediation in reading/writing 
began the necessary remedial courses within four semesters. 

Remedial course passing rates were high in all skill areas. 

Retesting results in the three skill areas were high: virtually every student who passed 
the remedial courses attained the college's minimum scores on the reter ts. 



Areas of Concern/Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

For reasons explainud above, a comparison of the academic performance and retention of 
siudents completing remediation with students not needing remediation could not be 
made (and thus the effectiveness of the commission s remedial programs could not be 
ascertained). The college anticipates that it will be testing and tracking larger numbers 
of full- and part-time students in the future. This will provide the indicators necessary 
in order to measure the effectiveness of the basic skills programs at Sussev 
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SUSSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMISSION 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 

READING AND WRITING 



WRITING 



p 

E 
R 
C 
E 
N 
T 



100 

00 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 



100 
90 

P 

80 

E 

70 

R 

60 

C 50 
E 40 
30 



N 



20 
10 



TEST ENROLL PASS RE- PASS RETURN GPA2 2 SSR 
(2SEM) FINAL TEST ISTCOL- (4 SEM) 
LEVEL MW LEVEL 
COURSE 



COMPUTATION 



TEST ENROLL PASS RE- PASS RETURN GPA*2 SSR 

(2 sem) rnal test istcol (4-semj 
level min level 

COURSE 



100 
90 
80 
70 
60 
50 



SEPARATE REMEDIAL COURSE NOT OFFERED 



TEST ENROLL PASS RE- PASS RETURN CPA 2 2 SSR 

(2SEM) FINAL TEST ISTCOL- (4-SEM) ^ 
LEVEL MIN LEVEL 
COURSE 



ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 



100 
90 
80 
70 
60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 



i 



TEST ENROLL PASS RE PASS RETURN GPAi 2 SSR 
(2 SEM) FINAL TEST 1ST COL (<-SEM) * 
LEVEL MIN LEVEL 
COURSE 



KEY 



ERLC 



PROVISIONAL STANDARD OF PERFORMANCE 



NUMBER PRESENT (4-SEM) BUT NOT ENROLLED 



<=> STUDENTS TESTED 


PROVISIC^AL STANDARD 5 10 STUDENTS 


REMEDIAL STUDENTS 
O NON-REMEDIAL STUDENTS 


READING 


0 


N/A NOT AVAILABLE 


WRITING 






COMPUTATION 


12 


COLLEGE'S COHORT CONSISTS, OE PART-TIME STUDENTS ONLY 


ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 


20 


-101- 


137 





1984-36 



UNION COUNTY COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 



In 1984, Union County College tested 95% of the full-time and 73% of the part-time 
students requiring testing. The full-time testing rate met the Board's minimum testing 
requirement but the part-time rate did not. 

Of the full-time students identified for remediation, Union succeeded in enrolling within 
two semesters 93% in reading, 90% in writing and 94% in computation; these rates 
satisfied the Board s minimum enrollment standard. In addition, 86% of the students 
identified for elementary algebra had enrolled in a remedial algebra course within two 
semesters {a two-semester enrollment standard has not been set for algebra). Moreover, 
only seven identified, full-time students present in the fourth semester had not vet begun 
the necessary remediation, which met the provisional standard. 

Despite these favorable enrollment values, however, too mam full-time students 
identified for reading (18), writing (24) and/or computation (14) had not yet begun their 
necessary remediation by the fourth semester; each of these latter values did not meet 
the provisional standard 



Placement Criteria. The college used a score of 164 on the NJCBSPT-RC as its criterion 
for placement, which met the provisional standard and was three scaled score points 
above it. This resulted in 59% of the full-time and 51% of the part-time students being 
identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes, Of the full-time students enrolled in the final-level reading 
course. 72% passed the course. Only 64% of the part-time enrollees passed. The passing 
rate for full-time students met the provisional standard but the part-time rate did not. 
In addition, the full-time rate represented an improvement of ten percentage points over 
the 1983-cohort results. Curiously, Unio* ed a locally developed essay as its retest in 
reading (no rationale was given for thi^ uliar practice). Seventy percent of the 
students who passed the final-level course uJained the college's minimum score on the 
retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Students who completed reading remediation at 
Union performed nearly as well as the non-remedial students in the first (subsequent) 
college-level courses (91% and 94% respectively), the three percentage-point difference 
met the provisional standard. These passing rates were high. On the broader academic 
indicator, however, 55% of the remedial completers had cumulative CPA's at or above 
"C, compared to 78% of the non-remedial students; this 23 percentage -point gap in CPA 
performance did not meet the provisional standard. 

Remediated students returned in the fourth semester at a highei rate (61%) than their 
non-remedial counterparts (57%), which met the provisional standard. The remedial 
completers posted a cumulative SSR of 34%, compared to 44% for the non remedial 
students; the difference met the provisional standard. 



Remedial Areas 



Reading 



ERIC 




Writing 



Placement Criteria. Placement in remedial writing at Union was accomplished using a 

wasTp^pH 6 ° n N ^ CB f T - SS - This criterion met the provisional standard 
was f ve scaled-score points above it. In 1984, 44% of the full-time and 37% of the 
part-time test-takers were identified for remediation. 

wT^mI? °f U n \ 0utcom i es - n 0f ^e students enrolled in the final-level remedial course, 
72% of the full-time and 57% of the part-time students passed the course. The passino 
rate for full-time students met the provisional standard but the part-time rate did not! 
?- nl l m ? - Sa n Ple ( n =62) of remedial students who passed the course and were retested 
ubing a hohstically scored, m-house essay, 64% of these students attained the college's 
minimum score. The defined minimum score was a "five," seemingly well below the 
NJCBSPT^Essay) *** StandardIy used on similar essa V s ( or a* least the 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students passed their first (subsequent) 
college-level course at the rate of 89%, compared to 95% for the non-remedial students 
the difference missed the provisional standard by one percentage point. Both D assin° 
rates were high. It should be kept in mind that non-remedial students performed so well 
in the first college-level course (95% passed) that the comparison with 
remediation-completed students may not have yielded a fruitful criticism. On the other 
hand, completers of remediation fell 25 percentage points behind the ir non-remedial 
counterparts m the percent cumulative GPA's at or above ,, C" (51% and 76% 
respectively); this difference also did not meet the provisional standard. 

Completers of remediation returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate than the 
non-remedial students (58% vs. 56%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for 
the remediation-completed students was 29%. compared to 43% for the non-remedial 
standard " percentage -P oint difference in SSR's did not meet the provisional 

Computation 

Sf C mT?rcdt I!?' u ni u n pIaC l d Students in com P ut ati°n using a cut-score of 165 on 
p f. NJCBSPT-MC, which met the provisional standard. Fifty-six percent of the 
full-time and 55% of the part-time students were identified for remediation "in 
computation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Remedial course passing rates were as follows- 70% for 
full-time and 68% for part-time enrollees. The rate for full-time students met the 
provisional standard but the part-time rate did not. Of the students who passed the 
final-level remedial course and were retested. 92% attained the college s minimum score 
on the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In light of the high retest results, it was paradoxical 
that the performance of remedial completers in the first (subsequent) college-level 
course was weak relative to that of the non-remedial students. Only 73% of the 
remediated students passed the college-level math course, compared to 92% of the 
non-remedial students; the 19 percentage-point difference did not meet the provisional 
standard. Whether this result was due in part to the small sample size (n=45 remediated 
lull-time students who vere followed, out of approximately 340 who passed 
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the final-level remedial course) remained unknown. Nevertheless, only 54% of the 
remediated students had cumulative GPA s at or above "C," compered to 77% of the 
non-remedial students; the 23 percentage-point difference in the two percentages did not 
meet the provisional standard. 

The retention rate for completers of computation (59%) was higher than that for the 
non-remedial students (55%), which met the provisional standard. Remediated students 
collectively had an SSR of 32%, compared to 42% for the non-remedial students. The 
difference in SSR's met the provisional standard. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. In 1984, an NJCBSPT-EA score of 167 (which met the provisional 
standard) was used for remedial algebra placement at Union. However, a mere 11% of 
the full-time students and 16% of the part-time students were identified for remedial 
algebra—low percentages attributable not to the placement test scores of entering 
students but to the institution's policy on requiring algebra only of students in 
math-related curricula. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final-level remedial course passing rates were 65% for 
the full-time students and 61% for the part-timers. Neither passing rate met the 
provisional standard. Moreover, the rate for part-time students reflected a decline of 11 
percentage points from the previous (1S83) cohort's results, Fu.ly 100% of the students 
who passed the course and were retesteu attained the college' minimum score on the 
ret est. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The passing rate in the first (subsequent) 
college-level math course for remediated students was 90%> four percentage pi ; nts below 
the passing rate for non-remedial students in the same course (94%), the difference met 
the provisional standard. These passing vales ,vere high. Note that the passing rate for 
remediated students was based on a sample of onl> 10 fiul-time students (out of 
approximately 60 who passed the final-level remedial course). As to the broader 
academic indicator, 80% of the remediated students attained a cumulative GPA at or 
above "C", hist two pen r ntage points be&ow the performance of the non-remedial 
comparison group. Tu# difference in percentajes met the provisional standard. Further, 
the percent cumulative GPA for remedial completeis represented an improvement of 19 
percentage points over the l&83-cohort results. 

Surprising^, students whc completed algebra remediation returned in the fourth semester 
at a rate of 50%, compared to 59% for non- remedial students; the difference did not 
meet the provisional standard. Largely due to the relatively strong academic 
performance of the remediated group, however, the SSR s of the two study groups 
differed by only eight percentage points (which met the provisional standard), as follows: 
40% for remediated students and 48% for non-remedial students. 



Overview 



Strengths 

Union was successful in testing its full time students and enrolling over S0% in needed 
remediation within two semesters. 

In reading, writing and computation, retention of remediated students exceeded that of 
the non-remedial students. 



S ra , t6 f- in V "a ( sub k sec l uent ) college-level courses for completers of remediation ,n 
sTud^nts 8 8 3 8 "* neady matChGd th0Se of the "on-remedial 

Outcomes for the algebra program were mixed, Nevertheless, the percentage of 
algebra-remediated students with CPA's at or above "C" was comparable to that for the 
non-remedial students. This result, along with the favorable retest. SSR and 
college-level course performance data, argued for the effectiveness of remedial 
instruction in algebra. 

Areas of Concern 

The testing rate for part-time students did not meet the Board's minimum tesi.ng 
requirement. Moreover, too many identified, full-timp students who returned ,n the 
fourth semester had not yet begun their necessary remediation in reading, writing and 
computation. The college should address these shortcomings. 8 

In reading writing and computation, the passing rate in the final-level remedial course 
for Part-time students did not meet the provisional standard whereas in each case the 
rate for the full-time students did. The part-time passing rate in algebra not onlv fell 
short of the provisional standard but refle^-l a decline from the 1983-cohort results. 
The college should examine why its part-time students in particular experienced 
difficulty passing the remedial courses. 

Retesting practices in reading and writing warrant attention. The use of an essay as a 
retest for reading needs to be reevaluated, as does the seemingly low minimum score used 
in writing. 

Despite other favorable outcomes, students who completed remediation in algebra did not 
persist at a rate comparable to the non-remedial students. This should bp of concern to 
the college. wu^m iu 

The percentages of students identified for algebra remediation were low. The college 
should reexamine its remedial placement policies in mathematics. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

Remedial completers in reading and in writing had high passing rates in the first 
(subsequent) college-level courses (i.e., in English composition) but their CPA and SSR 
outcomes relative to the non-remedial students were less favorable. The paradox of 
demonstrating strong subsequent performance in a particular college-level course on the 
one hand and an apparent lack of carry-over to college-level courses generally on the 
other is an area that the college may wish to explore. 

Similarly, it might be instructive to examine why completers of computation as a group 
had strong retest results on the one hand but only a weak passing rate in the first 
(subsequent) college-level course (relative to the non-remedial students) on the other 
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N LIMBER PRF3ENT (4-SEM) BUT NOT ENROLLED 



PROVISIONAL STANDARD S 10 STUDENTS 
READING 18 
WRITING 24 
COMPUTATION 14 
ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 7 
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1984-86 



WARREN COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMISSION* 



Policy Administration 

In 1984, Warren County Community College Commission tested 100% of the full-time and 
79% of the part-time students required to be tested. The full-time testing rate, a 
commendable achievement, met the Board's minimum testing requirement but the 
part-time rate did not. The students required to be tested included in-county and 
out-of-state attendees only (i.e., the in-state but out-of-county attendees were tracked 
by the respective institutions in which the students enrolled) and thus the cohort reported 
on was small (a total of 98 full-time and 75 part-time students). 

Of the full-time students who were identified for remediation in reading/writing and in 
computation, 100% reportedly were enrolled in appropriate remedial courses within two 
semesters. (Two-semester enrollment data for elementary algebra, as called for in the 
Basic Skills Council's Annual Questionnaire, were not provided by the institution). Yet 
these data were inconsistent with the four-semester enrollment data furnished for the 
same skill areas (reading/writing: 43%, n=23; computation: 21%, n-28). Moreover, the 
Commission reported that ont student identified for remedial reading/writing, two 
identified for computation and 10 identified for remedial algebra returned in the fourth 
semester without having begun the necessary remedial courses, each of the three values 
met the provisional standard. 

No narrative report to accompany the data tables was submitted for the 1984 cohort; 
thus, the commission did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines, 'he lack of 
descriptive statements was an especially serious shortcoming because review of the 
submitted data raised several key questions which could not be resolved. For example, 
some question remained about whether the Commission offered its own remedial courses 
in 1984-86. Where the actual teaching occurred bears on whether follow-up data was at 
all meaningful and on which institution — the Commission or the contracted 
colleges — should have reported it. 



*Warren County College Commission was chartered in 1981 as an agency to provide 
higher education to the citizens of Warren County. It offers remedial non-credit and 
some college credit instruction, but contracts for the delivery of most credit -bearing 
courses with neighboring colleges (i.e.. County College of Morris, Ramap . College of Sew 
Jersey, Raritan Valley Community College and Union County College). While partial 
outcome data on Warren's remedial students ,vere provided for this report, the parallel 
(comparison) outcomes for the non-remedial students, who were by definition at other 
colleges, were not available. Moreover, in the absence of a descripib e text, questions 
remained about the meaningfulness of follow-up data. Therefore, the overall 
effectiveness of the remedial programs could not be ascertained. This review 
concentrates instead on the Commission's testing, placement, enrollment and remedial 
course outcomes for 1984-86. 
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Remedial Areas 

Reading & Writing 

"S e S^Cffi^S% M ?T ° ffere r C ° mbi T d readin 8 and writin g mediation and 
used an NJCBSPT Total English score of 161 and an Essay score of below 7 to place 

students into remediation These criteria were consonant with the provisional standards 
rSdfa'tton 66 P6rCent M1 " time ^ 36% ° f Part " time Students were identified for 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 10 full-time students enrolled in the final-level 
remedial course, 80% passed. Seventy- five percent of the 8 part-time students passed 
These passing rates met the provisional standard. No retest data wer S ; hence 
the commission did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council 
Subsequent Academic Performance. The partial outcome data submitted by' the 
Commission could not be reviewed (see footnote). 

Writing 

Separate remedial writing courses were not offered in 1984-86 (see Reading). 
Computation 

Placement Criteria. Warren US ed an NJCBSPT-MC score of 165 to identify for 
SS^^^^ 11 ™ 8nd 34% ° f itS Part - Um ° StudentS - The ~ "let 

Remedial Course Outcomes Half (50%) of th„ 6 full-time students who were enrolled in 
the remedial course and all three of the part-time enrollees passed the course. Data on 
guidellnfs 76 ' 6 Submitted: thus ' the Commission did not fulfill the Council's reporting 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The partial outcome data submitted bv the 
Commission could not be reviewed (see footnote). 

Elementary Algebra 

fhfnS- Cr \ te !' ia A T aI commission ' used an NJCBSPT-EA score of 166 (which missed 
the pr. oional standard by one scaled-score point) below which to place students into 
remediation. Of the students tested, 68% of the full-time and 63% of the part-time 
students were identified for remedial instruction in algebra. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Few students who were identified for remediation enrolled 
™i he flf re f u ed f ia 1 1 1 C ?. UrSe [U h ° nly }\ full " time ^ 3 part-time enrollees). Of these, only 
?k ?k the / ull - time 33% of the part-time students passed the course. These rates, 
albeit based on exceedingly small numbers of students, did not meet the provisional 
standard. No retest data were submitted; thus, the commission did not fulfill the 
Council s reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The partial outcome d ta submitted bv the 
Commission could not be reviewed (see footnote). 
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Overview 



Strengths 

The commission tested 100% of the full-time students who were required to be tested, a 
commendable achievement. 

Areas of Concern 

Warren, a three-year old institution at the beginning of the 1984 reporting period, did not 
meet the Board of Higher Education' s minimum requirement for the testing of part-time 
students. Further, remedial course enrollment data were inconsistent and, in the case of 
elementary algebra, incomplete. 

Neither retesting results nor data on the academic status of the bulk of Warren's 
students— i.e., those non-remedial students who were enrolled at contracted 
colleges—were provided by the Commission. In addition, the descriptive text to 
accompany the data tables (as per the Councirs reporting guidelines) was not furnished. 
These were serious shortcomings which made it impossible to understand and to evaluate 
the remedial programs. 

Despite the small size of the remedial groups (a maximum of 12 students), passing rates 
in the remedial math courses were low. 
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1984-1986 

WARREN COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMISSION 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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1984-86 



GLASSBORO STATE COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

Glassboro State College tested over 99% of its full-time students and 97% of its 
part-time students in both 1983 and 1984, which satisfied the Board's minimum standard 
of 90%. This performance is commendable. Similarly, for at least two consecutive years 
Glassboro has done well enrolling full-time students within two semesters in required 
remedial courses in reading, writing, and computation (94-97% of those identified for 
remediation in each skill area were enrolled within two semesters, and these tates met 
the Board's minimum standard for full-time students). Eighty-seven percent of the 
full-time students who needed remedial algebra were enrolled within two semesters in 
appropriate algebra courses (no two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has been 
set). 

Only three students each for reading and for writing had not yet begun their required 
remedial course work in the fourth semester, which met the provisional standard in the 
two areas; for computation, the number was eight, which also met the provisional 
standard. For algebra, 11 students (one student more than the provisional standard) had 
not yet enrolled in required remediation by the fourth semester. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. Glassboro used 168 as its NJCBSPT-RC placement score; this met 
the provisional standard and was seven points above it. This criterion resulted in 4G% of 
the full-time cohort and 33% of the part-time cohort being identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-four percent ot the full-time students and 73% of 
the part-time students passed the final lev el of remediation. The rate for the full-time 
students met the provisional standard but the part-time rate did not. Of 375 students 
who passed the final-level remedial course, 87% attained the minimum level on the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. For the 1984 cohort, 90% of the 
remediation-completed students passed the first college-level course, compared to 92% 
of the non-remedial students, the difference met the provisional standard. The passing 
rates for both groups w tre high. The two study groups differed by 10 percentage points 
on percent GPA at or above "C M (77% for completers vs. 87% for non-remedial sladents) 
and the difference met the provisional standard. 

Seventy-two percent of remediation-completed students were present after four 
semesters, compared to 68% of the non-remedial students, which met the provisional 
standard. And on SSR, not surprisingly, the two study groups differed by only four 
percentage points (55% for completers vs. 59% for the non- remedial group) which met 
the provisional standard. 

In sum, the reading program at Glassboro gave several indications of effectiveness. \ t o 
placement criteria were s^t at a relatively high level, and students not only were enrolled 
in the required courses but they performed successfully upon exit from remediation. 
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Writing 



erJc 



miprqd? t °? T a V L n H??* GIassboro set its Placement criteria at 165 on 
Veo -S. n 8 mth Essay § reater than or equal to 7; or NJCBSPT-Total English 

168 with Essay 6; or Essay 6 The "Essay 6" criterion, if used in isolation, would not have 
met the provisional standard. Otherwise, these criteria were consonant with the 
provisional standard. They resulted in 28% of the full-time and 30% of the part-time 
test-takers being identified for writing remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-four percent of the full-time, and 71% of the 
part-time, students in the 1984 cohort passed the final level of remediation. The rate for 
the tull-time students met the provisional standard but the part-time rate did not Of 
212 students in the 1984 cohort who passed the final-level remedial writing course,' 86% 
reached the minimum score on the locally developed essay retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. For the 1984 cohort, 79% of the remediated students 
passed the first college-level course in writing; however, 94% of the non-remedial 
students passed the same course. The 15 percentage point differential between the two 
groups did not meet the provisional standard. On the GPA indicator, 73% of remediated 
students had a GPA at or above a "C" compared to 85% for the non-remedial students; 
the ditterence of 12 percentage points met the provisional standard. 

Seventy-five percent of the remediation-completed students were present at four 
semesters, compared to 69% of the non-remedial students, which met the provisional 
standard The SSR of writing-remediated students as a group was 54%, and of the 
non-remedial students, 58%; the four percentage point difference met the provisional 
standard. 

Outcomes for the writing program at GIassboro presented mixed signs of program 
effectiveness. A cause for concern was the rate at which the remediated students passed 
the first college-level course, compared to the rate for the non-remedial students. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. In computation, GIassboro set its placement criteria at a combined 
score of 335 on the NJCBSPT-MC and -EA, with a score of 170 on the NJC6SPT-MC 
alone. The NJCBSPT-MC criterion met the provisional standard (and was five points 
above it). In 1984, the college identified for remediation 33% of its full-time cohort and 
40% of its part-time cohort. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-nine percent of the full-time students and 72% of 
the part-time students passed the final level of remediation. The rate for the full-time 
students met the provisional standard but that for the part-time students did not. 
Eighty-three percent of the students who passed the computation course reached the 
minimum score on the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. For the 1984 cohort, only 80% of the remediated 
students passed the first college-level course compared to 95% of the non-remedial 
students. This 15% differential between the two groups did not meet the provisional 
standard. Seventy-eight percent of the remediated students exhibit a GPA at or above 
"C" compared to 84% for the non-remt:dial students, 'which met the provisional standard. 
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Sixty-nine percent of the remediated students had returned in the fourth semester, nearly 
matching the retention of the non-remedial students (70%), the difference fell short of 
the provisional standard by one percentage point. Fifty-four percent of the remediated 
students "successfully survived" compared to 58% for the non- remedial group, this 
differential also met the provisional standard. 

On most indicators, therefore, the computation program at Glassboro provided positive 
outcomes. The lower relative performance of remediated students in first college level 
"quantitative" courses, however, is an area which the college might investigate. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. Glassboro used an NJCBSPT-EA score of 174 as its placement 
criterion in elementary algebra. This criterion met the provisional standard and was 
seven points higher than it. The criterion resulted in the iduntification of 59% of the 
full-time and 58% of the part-time cohorts. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-four percent of the full time students and 86% of 
the part-time students in the 1984 cohort passed the final level of remediation. The 
passing rates for both groups met the provisional standard. Of the 374 students who 
passed remedial course and were retested, 96% attained the college/ s minimum score. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Eighty-seven percent of the remediated students 
passed the first college-level course compared to 97% of the non- remedial students. 
Although both passing rates were relatively high, the 10% differential did not meet the 
provisional standard. Eighty-two percent of the remediated students achieved a 
cumulative GPA of "C" or better compared to 86% of the non- remedial students, which 
met the provisional standard. 

For the 1984 cohort, 75% of the remedial completers returned in the 4th semester 
compared to 73% for the non-remedial students, which met the provisional standard. The 
SSR of the remedial completers (62%) nearly matched that for the non remedial students 
(63%) and the difference met the provisional standard. 

Based on the above, the algebra program at Glassboro, like each of the other progr ms in 
turn, provided evidence of its effectiveness. One aroa which the college might look into 
was the relative performance of students in the first (subsequent) college level course 
requiring algebra. It should be kept in mind, however, that non- remedial students 
performed so well in this course (97% passed) that the comparison with 
remediation-completed students may not have yielded a fruitful criticism. 

Overview 

Strengths 

Glassboro Stale College did a commendable job of testing and placing its students in the 
required remedial courses. The figures for both the 1983 and the 1984 cohorts were 
consistently high. 

The institution' s retest results were high in ail four remedial areas, as were the passing 
levels in the remedial courses. 

The fact that comparable proportions of algebra-remediated and non remedial students 
achieved grade point averages at or above *'C" was an especially positive indicator for 
mathematics remediation, 
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!Lif " otewort . h y that remediated students in all areas "successfully cu.vived" at rates 

^S° a T Pared faV ° rably W i th l !l ose of th * noo-wmedlal studentsf Glassboro's foui 
remedial programs measured well on this and othor indicators. 



Areas of Concern 



The performance differential between remediated and non-remedial students in first 
college- evel cour.es was an area of concern which emerged from the da" a reviewed 
™„ ; 3* dl .? erent,aI would ind 'cate that a proportion of students who passed remedial 
S XrPP^n 1^' com P u f atlon and a |g<*ra remediation did not have the skills necessary 
explor respective college-level courses. This is an area that the college should 
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GLASSBORO STATE COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 



READING 



P 
E 
R 
C 
E 
N 
T 



100 
90 
60 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 

no 

10 



J 



TEST ENROLL PASS RE PASS RETURN CPA £2 SSR 
(2SEM) FINAL TEST ISTCOI* (4SEM) 
LEVEL WIN LEVEL 
COURSE 

COMPUTATION 



p 
E 
R 
C 
E 
N 
T 



100 
90 
80 
70 
60 
50 



A 



O 
o 

— 



0 

0 



TEST ENROLL PASS RE- PASS RETURN CPA 2 2 SSR 
tfSEM) FINAL TEST 1ST COL* (< SEM) 
LEVEL MIN LEVEL 
COURS c 



WRITING 



100 
©O 
80 
70 
60 
SO 
40 
30 
20 
10 



A 



Cft 



100 



30 
20 
10 



TEST ENROLL PASS RE- PASS RETURN G«>A*2 SSR 
{2 SEM) FINAL TEST 1ST COL" (* SEM) 
LEVEL MIN LEVEL 
COURSE 



ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 

i 



9 



TEST ENROLL PASS RE PASS RETURN GPA i 2 SSR 

(2 SEM) FINAL TEST 1ST COL (4- SEM) 
LEVEL MJN LEVEL 
COURSE 



NUMBER PRESENT (4-SEM) BUT NOT ENROLLED 



KEY 


PROVISIONAL STANDARD OF PERFORMANCE 
STUDENTS TESTED 


PROVISIONAL STANDARD < 10 STUDENTS 


• 


REMEDIAL STUDENTS 


READING 


3 


O 


NON-REMEDIAL STUDENTS 


WRITING 


3 


N/A 


NOT AVAILABLE 


COMPUTATION 


d 


* RETE STING fRETESTMIN.") MAY INCLUDE PART-TIME STUDENTS 


ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 


11 



1984-86 



JERSEY CITY STATE COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

Jersey City State College tested 99% of its entering, full-time students and 98-99% of 
its entering, part-time students over at least two consecutive reporting cycles. This 
performance is commendable. 

In 1984, the number of full- time students who enrolled in the required remedial courses 
within two semesters was not consistently high across programs. WhJe virtually all (98%) 
students identified as needing assistance in writing enrolled in remedial writing classes 
(which met the Board s minimuM standard of 90%), just 79% of identified students in 
reading enrolled within the twj semesters, which did not meet the standard. Identified 
students who enrolled in algebra remediation within two semesters increased from the 
1983 cohort to the 1984 cohort (87% and 95% respectively) but those enrolled in 
computation decreased by the same amount (90% in 1983 to 82% in 1984). The 
two-semester enrollment percentage in computation for the 1984 cohort did not meet the 
Board's requirement (no two-semester enrollment standard has been set for algebra). 

Twenty full-time students who were identified for remediation in reading were present in 
the fourth semester without having enrolled in the necessary remedial courses, this value 
did not meet th? provisional standard. It should be noted that the "present but not 
enrolled" students in reading comprised 5% of the identified, full-time cohort in 1984, an 
improvement from the 12% reported for the previous (1983) cohort. In the other three 
skill areas (writing, computation and elementary algebra), the college met the provisional 
standard on this indicator. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. The reading program at Jersey City State College offered, in 
essence, two levels of reading remediation for students who scored below 161 on the 
NJCBSPT-RC; the criterion met the provisional standard. An additional, in house test 
was used to confirm placement decisions. The first level, "Reading For College," was a 
two-semester course from which students could exit after one semester if they met the 
program's exit criteria. Such exiting students, however, were required to enroll in the 
second-leve T course "Reading and Study Skills." Additional, integrated support courses 
in reading were offered to students on an elective basis. In 1984. 63% of the full-time 
and 66% of the part-time students were identified for remediation in r-adin^. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Students passed their final-level remedial courses at rates 
of 85% for full-time students and 87% for part- time students; bot. massing rates met the 
provisional standard. Sixty-four percent of the retested students attained the minimum 
level on the "departmental assessment" instrument used. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-ninp percent uf reading-iemediated 
students and 85% of the non-remedial student* passed their first (subsequent) 
colIege-!-jvel English course. Although th-* performance gap fell short of t' e provisional 
standard by one percentage point, it represented an improvement from the 18-point gap 
reported for the 1983 cohort. Further, although the remediated students whose data were 
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used for this comparison had completed remediation prior to enrolling in the subseauent 
course as per the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council), college ^Sv did nSreoS 
completion of "Reading and Study Skills" prior to enrolling in rtle^Ztelml^* 

nl gh Z~T-- P r* Cent ° f the J studeniS wh0 completed remediation in reading had CPA's at 
or above C, compared with 88% for the non-remedial students; the seven 
percentage-point gap met the provisional standard. 

As is typical across the state, the remediated students were retained at a higher rate 
han non-remedial students (6 8 o/ 0 vs. 59%). which met the provisional standard § Similariy 

l&b/o vs. 52%J, which met the provisional standai. 5^ u f 

Writing 

eiSfon o? i | t ri M7?R|p W T i p n8 P 7 gta T a L ,erSey Cily Stale Colle 8 e «"> ™ '"-house 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The percen ages of students who passed the final level of 
writing remediation 62% for full-time ana 60% for part-time students, dfd not rreet ?he 
provisional standard of 80%. However, correspondence from the college cast doubt on 
n * S C r Cy ° f these P assin § «tes. Retest data were reported for all studenU who 
passed the course and 100% of these students reached the college s minim™ level on 

eflPrfi! 3 ' 1 ? 6 ^ 1 assessment " essa y test. This retesti... percentage for heWStorl 
reflected a sizable increase over that reported for the 1983 cohort (43%). 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent college-level course 76% of 
EKi a ?1 S ^ d6ntS and T° ° f non -ramedial students passed; the ll-pomf performance 
differential did not meet the provisional standard. On CPA at or above "C " a gapTf 17 

^ill^T^n 0 ^^ between the *udy groups was found (68%M. 85%). 
wnicn aid not meet the provisional standard. 

As in reading the students who completed the necessary remediation were retained at a 
12? ? rd - The remediated students "successfully survived" at a rale of 44%, compared to 

Z^\s a ?r dial studcn{s: the performance gap between the th d e to 

Computation 

P nfo C T enf Cr ?. e ? a ' Students who scored below 168 on the NJCBSPT-MC were placed 
e ul ed E m - e ,t al ™t**™ tics Program, which met the provisional standard. This 
remediation full - u ™ and 77% of part-time test takers being identified for 

rtHHSauS 96 0utcom *' u Ei S ht y P erccn t of the enrolled, full-time students passed 
the final-level course, which met the provisional standard. However, only 61% of 
part-time students passed. The part-time passing rate did not meet the provisional 
s andard and also represented a decline of 9% from the 1983 cohort. The college retestrd 
all students who passed the course (using a "departmental assessment" test) an 100 % of 
the students attained the minimum level on the instrument. This retest level represented 
a sizable improvement from the 6,3% reported for the 1983 cohort. represented 
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Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level mathematics 
course, 59% of computation-remediated students passed the course compared with 7 
non-remedial students, the performance differential of 18 percentage points did not meet 
the provisional standard. However, 73% of the remediated students and 85% of the 
non-remedial students had GPA's at or above *C"; the gap of 12 percentage points met 
the provisional standard for this indicator. 

Retention of computation-remediated students dipped below that of the non- remedial 
students \Z*% vs. 62%), which fell short of the provisional standard by one percentage 
point. OnSSR, the performance of the remediated students was eight percentage points 
below that of the non-remedial studei *.s (44% vs. 52%), which also fell short of the 
provisional standard by one percentage point. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. A score of 177 on the NJCBSPT-EA (with the NJCBSPT-MC score 
between 168 and 180) was used as a cut off below which students were placed into 
elementary algebra at Jersey City State College. This cut off not only met the 
provisional standard but was 10 scaled-score points higher than it. In 1984, 86% of the 
full-time and 96% of the part-time students were identified for algebra remediation. 
Further, all students who were identified as needing remediation in computation were 
required to complete remediation in elementary algebra. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The percentages of students passing remedial algebra 
increased over the two reporting cycles for both full-time (from 80% to 93%) and 
part-time ^rom 60% to 85%) students, and both outcomes for the 1984 cohort met the 
provisional standard. However, these passing rates did not reflect students who came to 
the algebra course by way of completing computation. No retesting data were submitted 
for ^ntary algebra; thus, the college did no. fulfill the reporting requirements of the 
Basic Skills Council. 

Subse< uent Academic Performance. Follow-up academic indicators revealed a widening 
in the gap between non-remedial and remediated students in first (subsequent) 
college-level course performance over two cycles. Xon- remedial students passed the 
college-level course at the rate of 90% (up from 72% in 1983), while remediated students 
passed at only 62% (down from 67% in 1983), the performance differential for the 1984 
cohort did not meet the piovisionai standard, ihe cumulative GPA at or above "C" 
figures for the 1984 cohort, on the other hand, indicated that remediated students fared 
nearly as well as the non-remedial :udents (84% v\ 89%), and the difference in 
performance met the provisional standard. 

Remediated students returned in the fourth semester at a level just beneath that of the 
non-remedial students (62% vs. 66%), which did not meet the provisional standard. 
Fifty-two percent of the remediated students survived successfully" as compared with 
59% of the non-remedial students, the difference between the ates met the provisional 
standard. 

Overview 

Strengths 

Jersey City State College is to be commended for its consistently high testing rate for 
both full- and part-time students. 



Students who needed and completed remediation in reading and in writing were rPtainpH 
in greater proportions than the non-remedial students. 8 retamed 

!n h H% C n° lie8 ? ^ mished ^testing data for 100% of the students who completed the writine 
Areas of Concern 

SS" 1 e v°D m u nt in a PP r °P riate ^medial courses in reading and computation was a 
problem which the institution should address. wrnipuiauon was a 

rate for napT^mlT? 6 f^ 8 ^ in ™* iia * ( assumin § the V ™ accural,) and passing 
rate tor part-time students in computation warrant investigation. p«u*mg 

^"diSu.^ 0n releS " ng in a ' 8ebra ' ">».io„of the Cher 

iKrSH^T!^^ lvere not retained at a rate al 

The low passing rates in first (subsequent) college-level courses in all areas desoite hioh 
percentages of writing and computation studentewho reached the rntim? score on he 
respective retests, is another area that merits attention. " lini ™ni score on the 

r!™3 1 -5 We ?. receivine two eIective degree credifs for completion of the upper-level 
remedial writing course ir opposition to Board or Higher Education po icy whfch does not 

Sc«tatawhe t h P ? a ?r rCgree f C ' editS for '«! "curses. The institut on sh d ° 
ascertain whether a fraction of this course dealt with material at the college level. 
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JERSEY CITY STATE COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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KEY PROVISIONAL STANDARD OF PERFORMANCE 

<=> STUDENTS TESTED 

• REMEDIAL STUDENTS 

O NON-REMEDIAL STUDENTS 

N'A NOT AVAILABLE 

* R5TESTING ("RETESTMIN.") MAY INCLUDE PART-TIME STUDENTS 



NUMBER PRESENT 
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READING 20 
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KEAN COLLEGE OF NEW JERSEY 



Policy Administration 

Kean College tested 97% of its full-time and 80% of its part-time students in 1984, and 
similar testing rates were reported for the previous cohort. The testing rate for 
full-time students satisfied the Board of Higher Education's minimum testing 
requirement whereas the part-time rate did not. 

Of the full-time students who wer. identified d* needing remedial instruction in reading 
and in writing, 96% and 99% respectively had enrolled in the appropriate remedial courses 
within two semesters; both rates met the Board's minimum enrollment standard for 
full-time students. The college did not offer separate remedial courses in computation. 
Ninety-five percent of the full-time students who were identifed for remedial algebra 
enrolled in elementary algebra courses within two semesters (a two-semester enrollment 
standard for algebra has not been sel). 

In writing, there were no remedial students present in the fourth semester who had not 
enrolled in a remedial writing course. Five full-time students still needing remediation in 
reading and eight still needing remediation in elementary algebra were present in the 
fourth semester. Each of these fourth-semester figures met the provisional standard. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria, Kean College used the Nelson Denny test for placement in reading 
and the NJCBSPT-RC only for confirmation. Thus the institution did not use the 
NJCBSPT-RC as its primary placement instrument in reading and was alone among 
colleges in the state in this practice. The criterion- used was a 12.5 grade equivalent 
score on the Nelson-Denny test. It would have been useful to know the NJCBSPT-RC 
equivalents of this placement criteria, but these were not provided. Twonty-seven 
percent of the full-time and 40% of the part- time students were identified for reading. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final-level remedial course, 
85% of the full-time and 90% of the part-time students passed; both rat^s met the 
provisional standard. Ninety-seven percent of the students who passed the final-level 
remedial course in reading attained the college's minimum score on the Nelson- Denny 
retest. However, retest results, rather than being restricted to the cohort of interest, 
included data for students irom additional cohorts who happened to be taking the 
remedial course concurrently with students from the 1984 cohort. Hence the college did 
not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The passing rate in the first (subsequent) 
college-level course for remediated students was similar to that for the students who did 
not need remediation (85% vs. 87%), which met the provisional standard. The percentage 
of remediated students with a cumulative GPA of 'C M or above (65%) was 15 percentage 
points lower than the rate for i .) who did not need remediation (80%); the difference, 
though it met the provisional Jlard, reflected a decline in relative performance from 
the six percentage-point difference reported for the previous cohort. 
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Remediated students returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate (74%) than 
non-remedial students (65%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for 
remediated students (48%) was four percentage points lower than that for the 
!!S- m ^ f S ? d ? , - (S2 I %) ' whiGh met the Phonal standard. Note, however, that 

SSfiS tti - A™ » 983 , ? h ° rt h9d 3 high6r relative SSR than "on-remedial 
students (58% vs. o4% respectively). 

In summary, Kean's remedial reading program exhibited signs of effectiveness: the high 
remedial course passing rate, the high percentage of students (aloeit of mixed cohorts) 
who reached the college s minimum level on the retest, and the comparable performance 

MpT^T ^ d re u mediate ? St ^ d , entS in the first Subsequent) college-level course. 
Nevertheless, in the absence of a fully interpretable placement criterion, these positive 
signs were also difficult to interpret. Further, results on the GPA and SSR indicators had 
declined relative to the previous cohort. 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. The college used as its placement criteria an NJCBSPT-Essav score 
ot 8. or an Essay score of 7 with a score of 166 on the NJCBSPT-SS. These criteria met 
the provisional standard (and the NJCBSPT-SS criterion was five points above it) 
Thirty-four percent of full-time and 38% of part-time students were identified for 
remedial instruction in writing. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The passm,- rate for full-time students in the final-level 
remedial course was 88%. an improve;...nt over the 75% reported for the previous U983) 
cohort Part-time students passed at a rate of 84% (80% in 1983). 3oth passing rates 
met the provisional standard. The retest data were not limited to the 1984 cohort; hence 
the college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Coi>r-;il. In addition retest 
results were reported for two different minimum scorjs on a locally developed' essay 
When a score of 8 " was employed. 67% of the students who passed the course reached 
the minimum. Similarly, a score of "7" yielded 88% reaching the minimum Neither 
score can be related clearly to the NJCBSPT-Essay placemen! criterion. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The passing rate for remedial students m the first 
(subsequent) college-level writing course was 13 percentage points lower than the rate 
for the non-remedial students (76% vs. 89% respectively). The difference iid not meet 
the provisional standard and represented a decline in performance from the previous 



The percentage of remediated students with a cumulative CPA of "C" or above was ''O 
percentage points lower than that of the non-remedial students (64% vs. 84%), which did 
not meet the provisional standard. Moreover, the performance of remediated students in 
this respect had dropped considerably from the previous cohort (64% in 1984 vs 72% in 
1983). Performance declines of this magnitude within such a short period of time warrant 
investigation by the college. 

Remediated students as a group returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate than 
non-remedial students (76% vs. 64% respectively), which .net the provisional standard. 
The remediated students had an SSR that was six percentage points below that of the 
non-remedial students (48% vs. 54% respectively), which met the provisioncti standard 



The writing program exhibited mixed signs of effectiveness. The poor relative 
performance of remediated students in the first (subsequent) college-level writing course 
and the decline in GPA results for this group may stem from the number of students who 
rompleted the remedial writing course without demonstrating minimum proficiency on 
the institution's retest. 

Computation 

Kean< College did not offer remedial courses in computation. The college might 
reexamine how it meets the needs of students who arrive underprepared in basic 
mathematics. 

£Jemer*ary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. For non-math majors, the college used as its remedial placement 
criterion an NJCBSPT-EA score of 168, which met the provisional standard. A lower 
score, 164, was used as the criterion for studtnts in math-related curricula; however, all 
such students who scored below 175 on the NJCBSPT-EA were required in addition to 
take intermediate algebra. These criteria resulted in the remedial identification of 38% 
of the full-time and 67% of the part-time students. The two sets of criteria and the fact 
that some students took an additional algebra course but were not followed separately 
made interpretation of the outcomes for this cohort problematic. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The remedial course passing rate for the full-time students 
was 79%, an improvement over the passing rate of 70% reported for the previous (1983) 
cohort. Similarly, part-time students passed at a rate of 73% (vs. 64% in 1983). 
Nonetheless, both rates missed the provisional standard of 80% The college used a local 
test for retesting, and in the absence of any information on its equivalency with the 
NJCBSPT-EA, it was difficult to interpret the fact the 84% of the remediated students 
reached the college's minimum score. Moreover, these retest results were not restricted 
to the Fall 1984 cohort; hence the college did not fulfill the Council's reporting 
guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. The passing rate for the remediated students in the 
first (subsequent) college-level nath courses (60%) was 21 percentage points lower than 
the rate for the non-remedial students (81%). This difierence did not meet the 
provisional standard and also reflected a decline in remediated student performance of 11 
percentage points in one year s time. This sharp drop in performance between two 
successive cohorts is cause for concern. Seventy-one percent of the remediated students 
had a cumulative GPA of C ' or above as compared to 80% of the non remedial students, 
the nine percentage point difference between the two groups met the provisional 
standard. 

Remediated students as a group had a higher fourth-semester retention rat*, than the 
non-remedial students (72% vs. 67% respectively), which met the provisional standa. J. 
Largely due to this higher rate of retention, remediated and non-remedial student groups 
also had comparable SSR's (51% and 54% respectively), which met the provisional 
standard. 

The two sets of placement criteria (with course requirements depending on major) and the 
uncertainty surrounding interpretation of the retesting results made interpietation of the 
algebra outcome difficult. The low passing rate for remediated students in first 
(subsequent) college-level courses might signal the need for a distinct remedial effort in 
computation. 



Overview 

Strong ths 



Tne college was successful in testing a- high percentage of its full-time students and in 
promptly placing the students needing remediation into appropriate remedial coursS 

SehLVs^, a ^n/ho mediated StU i 6 P tS W6re retained in hi § her Percentages and had 
nigner bbR s than their non-remedial counterparts. 

The college had high passing rates in its remedial reading and writing courses Further in 
the case of reading, retest results and the follow-up data on remeCed students Sve 
positive signs of the effectiveness of this program. remeaiaiea students gave 

Areas of Concern 

wfJISli? r3te -° r Part - U ™ e students at Kean College fell she rt of the Board of Higher 
Education s requirement. The college should address this shortcoming. 8 

Data on retesting were not restricted to the single cohort of interest contrarv to 
lXre n c1sr delmeS ° f B3SiC SkiUS C0UnCiL ThiS made •nten. ^HonT tS data 

Abrupt downward shifts in remediated student performance between 1983 and 1984 
cohorts were uncovered ,n the course of this review (i.e. CPA & SSR results the case 
S tS ^ Writin8, firSt ~"ege-level course passing grates in wr ling Sd 

coUegT y 8 3) - eaS ° nS f ° r thCSe 3Pparent declines should be investigated byThe 

In writing, the weak performance of remediated students in college-level writing courses 
SinJ P — It^he'coneg: 86116 " 1 indiCat ° r) SU886SlS the ^ <° -xaSTl" 
In algebra the dual sets of placement criteria, tne fact that some students were reauired 

»2intoML? ,geb H bU n n0t f ° ll0Wed UP Separately ' » d the uncertain^ 
surrounding the retest results all made interpretation of the program outcomes difficult 

The weak subsequent performance of remediated students in first college-leve" math 

S^CSK!*' 1 the local retest instrument (or at least the 

Moreover, the follow-up results in mathematics might signal the need for a distinct 
rsmedia effort ,n computation. The college should reexamine the ex'ent to vvhich i s 
remedial programs are serving the needs of underprepared students in mathematics. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

rea e dm°g le8e rGCXamine itS use of the Nelson-Denny test for primary placement in 

Given that an NJCBSPT-Essay score of 8 was used for writing placement (i e , in cases 

Ihp 6 fp t P i a f Cement WaS baS 5 d ° n J he EsSay SCOre alone ^ of 7 a * th * nUnii™ core on 
the retest essay appeared problematical. The college might look into whether this could 

account for he poor relative performance of writing-remediated students in subsequent 

fr° ^f;ir Vel - C0UrS f S - 10 addiU0n ' the C01 ' -° mi § ht reexamine its "» of ai! essay alon 
fcr retesting in writing. y 
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KEAN COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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MONTCLAIR STATE COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 

Montclair State College tested over 98% of its full- and part-time students in both 1983 
and 1984, which satisfied the Board's minimum standard of 90%. In 1984 the testing 
levels reached 100%. This performance is commendable. Further, Montclair enrolled 
within two semesters over 90% of full-time students needing remediation in reading 
(99%), writing (93%) and computation (94%), which met the provisional standard in the 
three areas. Eighty-three percent of the full-time students who needed remedial algebra 
were enrolled in appropriate remedial courses within two semesters (no two-semester 
enrollment standard has been set for algebra). By the fourth semester, only seven 
identified students in reading, two in writing, three in computation and six in algebra had 
not yet enrolled in the necessary remedial courses. These numbers all met the provisional 
standard. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria, In 198 1, Montclair State College's cutoff sccre on the 
NJCBSPT-RC was 166. This criterion met the provisional standard and was five points 
above it. At this level, 35% of the full-time cohort and 47% of the part- time group were 
identified for reading. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in reading remediation, 89% of the 
full-time and 78% of the part-time students passed. The full-time rate met the 
provisional standard but the part-time rate missed it by two percentage points. No data 
were presented on retesting, t^us, the institution did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of 
tt*s Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Students who completed remediation in reading 
passed their subsequent college level course at the same rate (99%) as those who did not 
need remediation, which met the provisional standard. These passing rates were 
unusually high. The college level course used for this comparison was Introduction to 
Literature. The percentage of remediated students with GPA's of "C" or above was 
lower (77%) than that for non nedial student , (92%) but met the provisional standard. 

Seventy-five percent of the students who needed and completed remediation returned for 
the fourth semester, compared to 73% of the non -remediated students (which met the 
provisional standard). The remediated students as a group exhibited an SSR of 58%, 
compared to 67% for the non-remedial students, the difference did not meet the 
provisional standard. The difference between the two student groups in GPA's at or 
above "C" (noted above) accounted for the difference in the SSR's. 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. The cutoff score used in writing, an NJCBSPT-Total English score 
of 160, was inconsonant with the provisional standard and below the level recommended 
by the Basic Skills Council. Ac this level, only 15% of the full time students and 23% of 
the part-timers were identified for remediation. 
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 204 full-time students en-olled in the final level of 
remediation, 95% passed the course. Eighty-six percent of the part-time students passed 
it as well. Both passing rates met the provisional standard. No retest data were 
prc-ded; therefore, the institution did not fulfill the Council s reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Per' mance. The difference in the first (subsequent 'lege-level 
writing course passing r es between students who completed remediation ari, hose who 
did not need it was negligible (98% vs. 99.5%). which met the provisional standard These 
passing rates were unusually high, and similar results were reported for the 1983 cohort 
as well. However, the difference in GPA percentage at or above "C" 166% for 
remediated vs. 90% for non-remedial students) did not meet the provisional standard. 

In contrast to the pattern in the other skill areas, students who completed writing 

E?J2r! ti0n V !f re /L tained at , * Imver rate < 66% ) than those wh ° did not need remediation 
(72%); hence the difference did not meet the provisional standard. Similarly, the 
remediated students "survived successfully" at a rate 21 percentage point.": below thai jf 
the non-remedial students (44% vs. 65%). which did not meet the provisional standard. 

Computation 

Mi a ^cn^^ if c eria \ In 1984, MontcIair State College used two different cutoff & ores on 
NjLubPT-MC for placement in computation: a score of 161 for students in math-related 
majors (which did net meet the provisional standard) and 165 for all others (which met tne 
provisional standard). As a result, i"% of the full-time students and 40% of part-timers 
were identified for remediation in computation. 

Remedial Course Outcome!,. Ninety-one percent of the full-time and 85% of the 
part-time students who enrolled in computation passed the final-level course; both 
passing rates met the provisional standard. Although the college apparently administered 
retests, no data were provided on this testing effort. Thus, the college did not fulfill the 
Council s reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students passed subsequent 
college-level courses at the same rate (99%) as non-remediated st sdents, which met the 
provisiona.star.daiu. These passing raies .ere unusually high. Although 70% of the 
remediated students received a GPA of "C" or better, this was 20 percentage points 
below the rate tor the non-remedial group (90%) and thus did not meet the provisional 
standard. 

Retention rates were favorable for the remediated group (74%) as compared to the 
non-remedial students (72%) and met the provisional standard. However, the remediated 
group had an SSR of 52% compared to 65% for the non-remedial group, the difference did 
nit meet the provisional c ^a" "d. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. MontcIair used two different cutoffs on the NJCBSPT-EA to 
determine remedial placement in algebra: a score of 172 was used for math and 
math-related majors and a score of 176 was used as the cutoff for all other majors. Both 
scores met the provisional standard (and were five to nine points above it). Fifty-seven 
percent of the full-time students and 88% of the part-timers were identified for 
remediation in elementary algebra. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The passing rate in remedial -'gebra was 85% for the 1984 
cohort, which represented a decline of 13 percentage point* from the 1983 rate. 
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Part-time students passed at a rate of 84 Y» (85% for the 1983 cohort). Both full and 
part-time passing rates met the provisional standard. Although the institution apparently 
conducted retesting in its algebra classes, no data wen provided hence, the college did 
not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Over 99% of both the remediated group <ind the 
non-remedial group passed a subsequent course in mathtmatics, which met the 
provisional standard. These passing rates v\ece unusually high, and similar results were 
reported for the 1983 cohort. The percentage of students with GPA's at or above "C n 
was lower for the remediated group (82°/o) than for the non-remedial group (93%), but the 
difference met the provisional standard. 

Fourth-semester retention rates were higher for the remediated group (80%) than for the 
non-remedial group (74%) and th"S met the provisional standard. The SSR's for the two 
groups differed only slightly (65% for the remediated group vs. 69% for the non- remedial 
students) and met the provisional standard. 

Overview 

Strengths 

Montciair State College is to be commended fur its consistently high testing rates for 
both full- and part-time students. 

Similarly, the college succeec 3 d in t trolling almost all of its full* timn students in 
appropriate remedial courses within the first two semesters. 

Retention rates at the college were high for both the remediated students and those who 
did not m-ed remediation. In all areas except writing, remediated students were retained 
in higher percentages than non-remedial students. 

Areas of Concern 

No data were furnished on retesting in any skill area, despite the availability of such data 
for the piuviuus (1983) cohort. The absence of retest da'a made it difficult to interpret 
the unusually high passing rates in all remedial and first (subsequent) college level 
coursas. 

The college used a placement criterion for writing that was below the level recommended 
by the Basic Skills Council. 

Results for the writing program at Montciair State College wee mixed; nevertheless, t is 
program appeared to warrant attention. For example, the college should investigate why 
students who ct ' °d the remedial program were not retained at a rate at least 
comparable to tht -remedial students. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

The college might explore the records of those student* who were retained without 
completing remediation in reading. Although the number was small (21 in 1984), ihese 
students showed outcomes similar to the lemediated students on many of the 
effectiveness indicators. The college might investigate the circumstance, which helped 
such reading-deficient students pass college-level courses. 

The college might examine the passing rates of non- remedial and remediation completed 
students in courses Other than English composition that rely heavily on writing. 



- 12Q -IC,4 



MONTCLAIR STATE COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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PROVISIONAL STANDARD < 10 STUDENTS 
READING 7 
WRITING 2 
COMPUTATION 3 
ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 6 
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RAMAPO COLLEGE OF NEW JERSEY 



Policy Administration 

Ramapo increased its testing rate of full-time studeuts from 91% in 1983 to 100% in 
1984. This performance is commendable. Testing of part-time students, however, 
slipped from 90% (N=46) in 1983 to only 46% (N=49) in 1984. The 1984 testing rate for 
part-time students did not meet th - Board's minimum requirement of 90%. 

The college enrolled within two semesters 87% of the full-time students who needed 
reading, 82% of those needing writing, and 78% of those needing computation. The 
Board's two-semester minimum enrollment expectation of 90% was not met in any of 
these skill areas. Fift>-seven percent of the full-time students who needed remedial 
algebra were enrolled in remedial courses within two semesters (no two-semester 
enrollment standard has been set for elementary algebra). Jy the fourth semester, all but 
four or fewer students per skill area who needed remediation and were still at the college 
had begun the necessary remedial courses. Thereforp. the college met the provisional 
standard for numbers of students present in the fourtn semester t"t not yet enrolled in 
remediation. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. In 1984, Ramapo used a score of 168 on NJCBSPT-RC. This 
criterion met the provisional standard and was seven points above it. This resulted in 
54% of full-time and 47% of part-time students being identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Ot the 116 full -time students enrolled in the final level of 
reading, 82% passed the course, in addition. 70% of the part-time students (N-10) passed 
the final level. The full-time rate met the provisional standard but the part-time rate 
did not. However, the latter was based on a very small number of students Of the 
students who passed the course, 73% achieved the college s minimum score on the 
retest. The re test percentage was an improvement from the 45% reported for the 1983 
cohort. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college -lev el course, 9".% of 
the remediation-completed students passed compared to 96% of the non- remedial 
students. The passing rates for both groups were high and the diffe ence between then, 
met the provisional standard. Seventy-one percent of the remedial completers had 
GPA s at or above C, ' compared to 81% for the non-remedial students, which met the 
provisional standard. 

The retention of completers (88%) greatly exceeded that of the njn-iuuodial students 
(42%) and thus met the provisional standard. It should be noted that this non- remedial 
retention rate is quite low. In a reversal of the typical pattern, the SSR of the 
completers (62%) exceeded that of the non-remedial students (34%), which met the 
provisional standard. This reversal was due at least in part to the low retention of the 
non-remedial comparison group. Nevertheless, the reading program displayed positive 
results on several of the "non-retention based" indicators. 
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Writing 



Placement Criteria. Ramapo used an N/CBSPT-Essay score of 8, below which students 
Too/' fitf?* r ™*d writing, which met the Provisional standard Cs LuUed n 
500/c of full-time and 47% (N-23) of part-time students being identified for relation 

fhlTo d i a V C ° Ur !% 0ufCOmes - J Seventy - seven P ercent of the fuH-time students and 78% of 
the part-time students passed the final level of writing remediation. Both rate? did not 

MM llcnZT 1 Stan ? ard - N ,°, reteSt data were P f0vided; thus - the college Z 
tultill the Council s reporting guidelines for this skill area. 

?"?!Ly en ' Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level writing 

(91% td e q fi e o/ ia r P S- et ? r f ™iT- te ™ disl students P** ed at nea ^ the same rates 
(91/0 and 96% respectively), which met the provisional standard. The passing rates for 

both groups were high. As to the percentages of students with CPA's at or above a "C " 

f84%) ^d ?hpS PleteK (68%) , d i d n0t Perf ° rm aS wel1 as the non -remedial students 
(84%), and the difference missed 'he provisional standard by one percentage point. 

A3 in the reading area, the fourth-semester retention rate of ti<e completers r*%] 
exceeded that of the non-remedial students (48%) by a wide mai-in ffi met the 
provisional standard). Similarly, the typical SSR pattern was reversed the SSR for 
completers (51%) exceeded that for the non-remedial students (41%) which met he 
provisional standard. Note that the interpretation of the retention and SSP indicators 
was couded by the low retention rate of the non-remedial comparison group Th s 
Smatic ° f ret6St data made anaIysiS ° f this P^rain-f effectiveness 



Computation 



Placement Criteria. Ramapo"s placement criterion was an NJCBSPT-MC score of 160 
which met the provisional standard and was four points above it. It resulted in 20% rf 
full-time and 33% (N-16) of part-time students being identified for remldiSioi 

Remedial Comae Outcomes. Of the 59 full-time students enrolled in the course 66% 
passed and both part-time students (N=2) passed. The full-time rate did not meet the 

L'^^nlc^'- ° n the reteSt 100% 0f the students wh0 Passed the course 
reached the college s minimum score. 

^?/ Se nf U ^I Acade ™?- Perform f nce - In the firs t (subsequent) collegp-level math course, 
ILa£?* c t£ omputation completers passed, compared to 92% of the non-remedial 
students. The difference did not meet the provisional standard. Onlv seven remedial 
completers, however comprised the follow-up group; consequent!* . the sample may not 
have been representative of the computation-completers as a whole. In terms of CPA's 
at or above a C, the performance of the completers (63%) was only 14 percentage 
points below that of the non remedial students (77%), which met the prov'sionaf sffrd. 

The retention rates fit neither the pattern of other skill areas at Ramapo nor that of 
typical programs throughout the state. Remediated students retm.v-d in the fourth 
semester at a rate of 33% compared to 64% for the non-remedial students. This did not 
meet the provisional standard. Moreover, the large difference in retention rates should 
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be of great concern to the college. Mot surprisingly, .herefore, the SSR for completers 
(21%) was not even half that for the non-remedial students (50%), which did not meet the 
provisional standard. 

In conclusion, all indicators of academic performance except the GPA indicator did not 
meet the applicable provisional standard, despite the high retest results. These results 
warrant attention by the college. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. Ramapo placed students into remedial algebra if they had 
NJCBSPT-EA scores below 178; this met the provisional standard and was 11 points above 
it. Fifty-seven pe* jent of full-tim< itudents and 47% of part-time students were 
identified for remediation. Note, however, that the college identified 94% o r its 
full-time students for remediation in 1983, and with a lower placement criterion in effect 
(i.e., NJCBSPT-EA 175). This anomaly was not explained. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The remedial algebra course was passed by 7o% of full-time 
students and 43% (N=7) of part-time students. Neither rate met the provisional 
standard. However, of those who passed the course, 1 1% attained the college s 
minimum score on the retest. 

Jvbsequent Academic Performance. Algebra completers pas c i their subsequent 
coho^e-level math couise at a rate (89%) below that of non-remedial students (96%), 
which missed the provisional standard b> two percentage points. Nevertheless, these 
passing rates were high. In the percent GPA ai or ahove "C," the remediated students 
(71%) did not fare as well as the noii-remedi jl students (90%j, and the differencu did not 
meet the provisional standard. 

The retention rate for algebra- remediated students (88%) was strikingly higher Ihcin that 
of non-remedial students (22%), which met tht* provisional standard. Thus, the SSR of the 
remedial completers (50%) exceeded that of the non-remedial students (20' ). whi.Ji met 
the provisional standard and was 37 pe r centag»- points above it. 

The algebra program presented mixed results. Retest results ana fourth-semester 
retention were high but the percent GPA at or a' jve "C" for the completers did inn fall 
"ithin the provisional standard. Although the passing ratios in the subsequent 
college-le* ^1 math course did not meet \\ j provisional standard, it should be Kept in mind 
that non-remedial students perforr*eri so well in this course (96% passed) that the 
comparison with remediation-comple jd students may not have yielded a fruitful 
criticism. 



Overview 

Strengths 

The testing rate for full-time students was at 100%. This performance is commendable. 
Further, the college succeeded in enrolling in remedial courses (all areas) within four 
semesters almost all identified students who were present. 

The retention rates and SSR s of remediated students in reading, writing and algebra 
eyxeedec' those of the non- remedial students. U should be kept in mind, however, that 
retention rates for the non-remedial comparison groups were quite low. 
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One hundred percent of the students who passed the final-level computation and 
elementary algebra courses reached the college's minimum on the re test. 

slu *? nls n wh0 ? om ? leted ^mediation in reading and in writing passed 
their first (subsequent) college-Jevel course. F 

Areas of Concern 

hlfflSSi! P ? r i" Ul !!f StU ? 6 . ntS lagge 1 d b6hind the Board -s minimum requirement; less than 
half (46%) of the 49 part-time students were tested. The college should address this 
administrative shortcoming. 

While only a few students were present at the fourth semester who had not yet becmn 
their needed remedial work, too many students had not enrolled by the two-semester 
poin Ramapo should develop appropriate administrative procedures to ensure the timely 
enrollment of students in the necessary remedial courses. 

a!S ^XT-°i S ^22 id , enti ? ied for a j8 ebra ^mediation dropped inexplicably from 
940/0 in 1983 to o9% in 1984, uespite upward movement in the placement cutoff score used. 

The computation skill area appeared to warrant attention by the college. Moreover the 
relatively poor retention of remedial completers in computation should be of great 
concern to the college. s icai 

While retest data were submitted for the reading and mathematics areas, none were given 
for writing. The absence of these data made it difficult to assess the effectiveness of the 
writing program. 
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RAMAPO COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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RICHARD STOCKTON STATE COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 



Richard Stockton State College tested all but one of its 721 full-time students (99.8%) 
and 100% o* its 17 part-time students in 1984, which satisfied the Board's minimum 
testing standard of 90%. Testing rates of 100% were reported in 1983 as well. This 
performance is commendable. Similarly, for at least two consecutive years, ail students 
(100%) who were identified for basic skills courses at Stockton were enrolled in the 
necessary courses within two semesters, and these rates met the Board's minimum 
enrollment standard for full-time students. Note that the college's policy was that 
students "must demonstrate [basic skills] competency by the end of their first academic 
year at Stockton or face dismissal from the college." Consequently, no identified, 
full-time students who had not yet taken the necessary developmental courses remained 
in the fourth semester (which met the provisional standard). 

Stockton' s basic skills (BASK) curriculum was structured differently than at other 
colleges. Apart from the "College Writing" (BASK 1101) coune, each of the two other 
courses, both in title and in content, fit only loosely into one of the Council's named skill 
areas. A "Study Skills ara Critical Thinking'' course (BASK 1102— see Reading, below) 
combined instruction in argument and logic, time organization, preparation of 
assignments, note taking, study skills and critical reading. "Quantitative Reasoning" 
(BASK 1103 — see Computation, below) concentrated on computational skills, basic 
geometry, some algubra and statistics, and quantitative applications drawn Lorn various 
content areas. A separate remedial algebra course was not offered. 

Students who t I any BASK course were required "to demonstrate competency by the 
end of their second semester by receiving satisfactory scores o> * appropriate 
section(s) of the NJCBSPT. " To prepare for this final competency t .n. such students 
were "strongly encouraged to use the tutorial services available at the Skills Center." A 
centiJ assumption underlying Stockton's BASK curriculum was that "success depends 
upon how the program is perceived by students, faculty, and administrators" and 
therefore "it must be embedded as deeply as possiole into the college experience." As a 
logical consequence, the college awarded "full academic credit" for each of the BASK 
courses.* 



*fn 1986, Chancellor Hollander appointed a panel of consultants to examine whether the 
awarding of graduat.jn credits for BASK uojrses was In keeping with Board of Higher 
Education policy. Based on a review of extensive course w eriai the consultants 
concluded that "the content of BASK 1101 (College Writing) and BASK 1102 (Critical 
Thinking) justifies the graduation credits each of thobe courses carries; however, BASK 
1103 (Quantitative Reasoning)... should not carry graduation credit." The college 
accepted these and other recommendations and has since revised its mathematics 
curriculum. 
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Remedial Areas 
Reading (Study Skills and Critical Thinking) 

Nu£!£t nr^t qc coml ^ ned raw score (*™) ° f 64 (out of 85 possible) on the 
. and -SS was the criterion used for placement into BASK 1102. The 
institution s use of raw scores in its placement algorithm was problematic since onlv 
scaled scores are intertable from ysar to year (i.e.. raw scores may shift wUh each 

^^ffL^ 420/0 of the full " time • Bd 120/0 cf the paVtime " 

SST?? C ° UrSe Ovtcomes. Of those who took thr ~ 0 urse, 93% of the full-time students 
and both Part-time students (100%) passed; the rates mel the provisional standard These 
data included students who failed the actual course but then passed the second-semester 
IZITV eX r, StUd f ntS W6re retested with the NelsoS-Pcnny test Although 
fhe collet mfn^l tial ret6St d , ata ' ^ PerC6ntage ° f passin § students wh0 a »Mned 
the SXes W " *"« henCe *" ^ did " 0t fuifU1 

fnSSS 6 ? 1 ' f u Ca F de ?! C P«*°™«ce. Ninety-five percent of the remedial completers who 
enrolled in the first (subsequent) college-level course passed it, as compared to 92% Tor 

of thT^St 3 ttn Th* the differenCe m6t th , 6 Pr isi0nal standard "and was a reversal 
nLc 'Wical pattern. These passing rates were high. Further, the college-level ;ourse 

rrhnrMflR Li c remediated students wa * an improvement over that reported for tne 1983 
cohort (86%) Seventy-four percent of the remediated students hei cumulative CPA 's at 
or above C compared to 86% for the non-remedial students; the difference of 12 
percentage points met the provisional standard. These GPA percentages (both groups) 
surpassed the 1983-cohort levels (69% and 84% respectively). 8 P J 

I h a Vnf?v. ti0n r3te 3t v U , r sem , esters for remediation-completed students (78%) exceeded 
that of the non-remedial students (690/0), which met the provisional standard. Remedial 
completers as a group had an SSR of 57%, compared to 59% for the non-remedial 
students, the difference met the provisional standard. 

Writing 

^fnT^?* 61 '-?-- AH Stud6 ? tS S° Se N JCBSPT-Essay scores fell below 7 were placed 
into the BASK writing course. In addition, those students whose Essay scores equaled 7 
were placed in if their comoined raw scores on the NJCBSPT-RC and -SS totaled 64 or 
greater (out of a possible 85). Ksnce the primary criterion for most students was an 

pEJSSi ff"? the P r ™ sional standard) Note, however, that students with 
fcssay scores equal to 7 and combined raw scores of 63 or less on -RC and -SS were 
placed into a writing-intensive section of "Study 'Is and Critical Thinking ' and were 
not required to take the BASK writing course. In the absence of any describe 
information and separate follow-up data, it was impossible to ascertain the degree to 
needed enrolled in this special section were given the writing help they 

The college s use o p raw scores was problematic, clnce only scaled scores are 
interpretable from year to year (i.e., raw scores may shift with each new form of the 
test). Fifty-five percent of the full-time students and 41% 0 .he part-t; o students 
(n=17) were ioentified for the BASK writing course. stuaents 
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Niaety-three percent of the full-time enrollees and all 
(i00%) of the seven part-time enrollees passed the remeHiai writing course, both rates 
met the provisional standard, These data included student who failed the actual course 
but then passed the second-semester competency exam. Retesting was conducted using a 
locally developed essay test but onl> partial data were provided (missing was vhe 
percentage of passing students who attained the college's minimum score on the *ete.~*). 
Thus, the college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remedial completers passed the first (subocquent) 
college-level course at a rate of £2%, almost identical to the rate for the nou lunedial 
students (93°/0; the difference met the provisional standard. These passing rates were 
high. Seventy-seven percent of the remediated students had GPA's at or abcve "C," 
compared to 85% for the i 3n-remedial students; the difference of eight percentage 
points met the provisional s " r^ard. 

Rates of retention through tne foccth semester were essentially the same for the two 
study groups (which met the provisional standard): 74% for completers of the BASK 
writing course and 73% for non-remedial students. The differe*\re of five percentage 
points in SSR between the remedial completers (57°o) and the non remedial comparison 
group (62%) met the provisional standard. 

Computation (Quantitative Reasoning) 

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion used, a raw score of 22 on the 
NJCBSPT-MC (approximately equivalent to a scaled score of 169) met the provisional 
standard and was four scaled-score points above it. However, the college s use of raw 
scores was problematic, since only scaled scores are interpretable from year to >ear (i.e., 
raw scores may shift with each new form of the test). Of the students who were tested, 
37% of the full-time and 24% (n=17) of the part-time students were identified for 
"Quantitative Reasoning." 

Remedial Course Outcomes, Ninety percent of the full-time enrollees and all (100%) of 
the four part-lime enrollees passed the remedial course. Both rates met tLe provisional 
standard. These data included students who failed the actual course but then passed the 
second-semester competency exam. A variety of "re test" instruments were used, 
including the California Achievement Test, the NJCBSPT-EA and -MC. Sixty-four 
percent of the students who passed the course attained the college's minimum score on 
the NJCBSPT-MC. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Of the remedial completers who went on to the first 
(subsequent) college-lavel course, 89% passed. This passing rate was seven percentage 
points lower than the rate for the non-remedial students who took the same course (96%), 
the difference did not meet the provisional standard. It shoJd be kept in mind, however, 
that the non-remedial students performed so well in this course that the comparison with 
remediation-completed students may not have yielded a fruitful criticism. In addition, 
the course used in this follow-up analysis was Information Systems and Programming", 
passing rates likely were not as reflective of the need for quantitative skills as those in a 
bona fide mathematics course would have been. 

Seventy percent of the remedial completers had cumulative CPA s at or above e "C," 
compared to 87% of the non-remedial students. The 17 percentage point differential 
between the two groups did not meet the provisional standard. 




Among the students who completed remediation in computation, 77% returned in the 
fourth semester. Seventy-one percent of the non-remedial students returned, and the 
difference met the provisional standard. The SSR for remedial completers was 54%, 
compared to 62% for the non-remedial compariso, group; the difrerence of eight 
percentage points missed the provisional standard by one percentage point. 

Elementary Algebra 

The coilege did not offer a separate remedial course in elementary algebra (see 

Quantitative Reasoning"). Of interest, however, students who passed the "Quantitative 
Reasoning course were retested with the NJCBSPT-EA (among other instruments used). 

«f i«Ti? B e S SC0T f- reP0rt l d 00 thiS ret6St ' 3 12 (n=203 > was equivalent to a scaled score 
of 162-165 (depending on the test form used). This means both thai the mean retest 

Mi°£non^A Ce f IUl com P lete rs of the course was 2-5 scaled-score points below the 
"I I c ~ ■ P laceme nt criterion provisional standard and that it corresponded to the 
lack proficiency category of the Basic Skills Council. This result, albeit based on only 
a single indicator, would argue that the "Quantitative Reasoning" course was not awing 
the students an in-depth grounding in elementary algebra. Stockton has since revised its 
remedial mathematics curriculum (see footnote). 

Overview 

Strengths 

Richard Stockton State College did a commendable job of testing and placing its students 
in the required remedial courses. The figures for both the 1983 and the 1984 cohorts 
were consistently high. 

In each of the three areas, remediated students returned in the fourth semester in higher 
percentages than the non-remedial comparison groups. 

The "Study Skills and Critical-Thinking" rnd "College Writing ' courses showed positive 
signs of effectiveness. For inst. ice. on each of the four indicators of subsequent 
academic performance, the remediated students compared favorably with the 
non-remedial students, however, the partial retest data made it difficult to interpret 
these positive signs. 

Areas of Concern 

The institution should reconsider its non-standard use of NJCBSPT raw scores rather than 
scaled scores in its placement criteria (all areas). 

In two of the areas ("Study Skills and Critic. ' Thinking" and writing), only partial data 
were submitted on retesting. The lack of K . data made it difficult to interpret the 
unusually high passing rates in the BASK and first (subsequent) college-level courses. 

Questions were raised concerning the adequacy of the first (subsequent) college-level 
course oata ibmitted by the institution. In all three skill areas, data were reported for 
only a small fraction of the remedial completers. For example, of the 370 full-time 
studr j who passed the remedial writing course, results were available for only 128 
(35%). Not knowing the fate of the other 242 students and the degree to which the gh -n 
data were representative complicated interpretation of the unusually high passing rates 
In addition, the college should rt lonsider its choice of college-level follow-up course in 
mathematics. 



9 

ERIC 



- 138 - 174 



The lack of a remedial effort focused on reading skills is of great concern. The college 
should reexamine how it meets the needs of underprepared students in reading. 

Various concerns surfaced about the nature of mathematics remediation at Stockton. 
The gap in GPA's between non-remedial and remediation-completed students and the 
suggests e NJCBSPT-EA retesting data pointed to the need for the college to reexamine 
hew well its approach \i math remediation was serving its underprepared stuients. The 
college has since addressed this problem and has revised its mathematics curriculum. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

The "one semester only" model of remedial course work followed by (for those who fail 
on first attempt) one additional semester of independent tutoring would seem to place a 
heavy burden on student tutors. A follow up investigation of the students who do not 
pass the competency exam in the second semester may be instructive for the college. 

Stockton might examine the extent to which the "writing-intensive" section of "Study 
Skills and Critical Thinking" served the writir 6 needs of the sn^u number of stuJer*s 
who were placed into it. 
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RICHARD STOCKTON STATE COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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THOMAS A. EDISON STATE COLLEGE* 



Policy Administration 



All students in the 1984 cohort were defined by the college as part-time (see footnote). 
Of the 77 part-time students required to be tested, 90% were tested, which met the 
Board's minimum requirement. While no provisional standard has been established for 
the enrollment f part -time students, Thomas Edison enrolled within four semesters 70% 
(7 of 10) in required reading, 67% (4 of 6) in writing, 71% (10 of 14) in computation, and, 
55% (21 of 38) in elementary algebra . Enrollment of these students, by the nature of 
Thomas Edison college, occurred at other institutions around the state. Only four or 
fewer part-time students per area who were identified for remediation had not begun the 
necessary course work by the fourth semester (which met the provisional standard for 
full-time students; no standard has been set for part-time students;, m elementary 
algebra 17 part-time students were present in the fourth semester without having 
enrolled in the necessary remedial work (which did not meet the provisional standard for 
full-time students; no standard has been set for part-time students). 



Placement Criteria. The college set its placement scores at the median of the scores 
used by the other eight state colleger. This resulted in the following placement criteria: 
an NJCBSPT-RC score of 165 for reading (which met the provisional standard and was 
four points above it), an NJCBSPT-SS scons of 164 (which met the provisiona 1 standard 
and was three points above it) and an NJCBSPT-Essay score of 7 (which did not meet the 
provisional standard) for writing, an NJCBSPT-MC score of 166 for computation (which 
met the provisional standard) and an NJCHSPT-EA score of 176 for elementary algebra 
(which met the provisional standard and was nine points above it). Application of these 
criteria resulted in 14% of the students being identified for reading, 9% for writing, 20% 
for computation and 55% for elementary algebra. 

Remedial Cource Outcomes. In all four remedial areas, 100% of the students who 
enrolled in the final level of remediation (N*7, 4, 10 & 21 respectively) passed. No retcst 
resvlts were supplied by the college, course:, were taugnt elsewhere and Cdison students 
were included in the data reported by other colleges. 



*Thomas A. Edison State Coiiege offers external degrees to mid-ccreer adults. Then is 
no instruction given at the college. Students enroll in classes at other :olleges to satisfy 
remedial and degree requirements. Other procedures for awarding academic credits (e.g., 
portfolio evaluation and testing) are also used. Students are define, us part time only. 
Most students enter the college with at least 30 credit hours from other colleges. 
Consequently, the majority of the entering students ar<, not, by Board policy, required to 
take the N/CBSKT. Ldison students are included in the data reported fay other colleges. 
In addition, data on academic ("follow -up") indicators for part-time students were not 
called for in the Basic Skills Councils reporting guidelines. The college's primary 
responsibilities regarding skills-deficient students are to test, place, and certify 
completion of necessary remedial courses. 



Remedial Areas 



All Areas 
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Results for part-time students were not called for in 
the Council s reporting guidelines. Further, data for Edison students were included in the 
statistics reported by other institutions. 



Overview 



Strengths 



Given that the testing of students was coHucted on site in Trenton, at many other 
colleges throughout the state, and also at everal out-of-state institutions (there was no 
residency requirement), the fact that Thomas Edison met the Board s minimum 
requirement for testing part-time students is especially noteworthy. 

No more than four part-time students each in reading, writing, and computation who 
needed remedial work remained for four semesters without enrolling in the necssarv 
remedial courses. 

Areas of Concern 

Although the numbers of students wen. small, timelv enrollment tn needed rci.-dial 
courses (even though offered "at a distance") should" be a priority for this institution 
Four-semester remedial enrollments for its part-time adults who needed remediation 
hovered around 70% in each area except elementary algebra, where it was only 55% 
While no provisional standard for part-time students has been set. the college should 
encourage its algebra deficient students to enroll in remedial courses as early as possible 
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THOMAS EDISON STATE COLLEGE 
Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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TRENTON STATE COLLEGE 



Policy Administration 



In 1984, Trenton State tested 100% of both il< full-time and part-time students, a 
commendable achievement. The college met the board mandate of enrolling within two 
semesters at l^ast 90% of full-Hme students needing remediation in each of the 
applicable skill reas (reading, 9//o; writing, 95%; computation, 97%). Further, 98% of 
the students ideLafied for remedial algebra were enrolled in algebra courses within two 
semesters (no two-semester en r ollment standard has been set for algebra). Despite these 
strong two-semester enrollmer.. , however, 14 full-time students identified for reading 
and 13 full-time students identified for elementary algebra were present in the fourth 
semester without having begun the required remediation; these numbers did not meet the 
provisional standard. The college met the fourth-semester provisional standard in writing 
and computation. 



Remedial Areas 



Reading 

Placement Criteria. The NJCBSPT-RC score below which students at Trenton State 
were plarod into remediation was 166, This met the provisional standard and exceeded it 
by fivo points. The criterion resulted in 30% of full-time students and 6% of ('.he five) 
p? r t-time students being identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Ninety-three percent of the full-time students and all (of 
the three) part-time students who enrolled in the final level of remedial reading passed 
the course, which met the provisional standard of 80%. The retest results showed that 
b7% ot the students who passed the course reached the college's minimum level on the 
retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent college-level composition course, 
the performance of the remediation-completed students (95% passed) was nearly 
identical to that of the non-remedial students (96% passed) and thus met the provisional 
standard. The high passing rate for the remediated student in the college-level course 
was outstanding. Remedial completers returned for the fourth semester at a rate (78%) 
above that of non-remedial students (76%), which met the provisional standard. 

Both the percentages of students with GPA's at or above "C" and the cumulative SSR's, 
although submitted by ihe institution, were calculated incorrectly (thus the college did 
not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council). These two indicators, therefore, 
could not be used in this analysis. Without these data the assessment of the program was 
incomplete. Nevertheless, passing rates on bcth remedial and college-level courses as 
well as retention rates were positive signs. 



Writing 

Placement Criteria. In 1984, Trenton State used an M JCBSPT-Essay score of seven below 
which students were placed into writing remediation, this cut off score met the 
provisional standard. The result was 25% of the full-time students and 6% of the five 
part-time students were identified for remediation. The criterion h^d been lowered from 
q - score of eight in 1983. 



SM£ -144- HQ 



Remedial Covcse Outcomes. The final level of writing remediation was passed by 95% of 
the full-time students and all (of the three) part-timers, which met the 80% provisional 
standard. In the retest, 67% of the students who passed the course met the college's 
minimum score. 

subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent college-level composition course, 
97% of the remedial completers passed, combed to 95% of the non-remedial students, 
an outstanding performance which met the provisional standard. A higher percenta" of 
remediation completers (77%) returned in the fourth semester than did non-remeaial 
students (74%). which met the provisional standard. 

Both the percentages of students with GPA's at or above 'V aiid j cumulative SS" s, 
although submitted by the institution, were calculated incorrectly (tnus me college ^ 
not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council). These two indicators, therefore, 
could not be ased in this analysis. As in the reading program, however, the data that 
were available on passing rates and retention were positive. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria, Trenton used an NJCBSPT-MC score of 171 (six scaled score points 
above the provisional standard) as its criterion for placement. As a result, 32% of its 
full-time students (N-331) and 12% of its part-time students (N=10) were identified for 
computation remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 321 full-time and eight part-time students in the 
final level, 81% and 75% respectively passed the course. The rate for the full-time 
students met the provisional standard but the part-time ra*e did not (however, the sample 
si2e f or the latter was low). On the retest, 85% of the .indents who passed the course 
reached the college's minimum level. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Students completing computation remediation 
passed their subsequent college-1 ^el mathematics course at a lower rate (85%) than 
non-remedial students (92%); the difference did not meet the provisional standard. The 
retention rate of the completers (81%), however, was above that of non-remedial 
students (75%) and therefore met the provisional standard. 

Both the percentages of students with GPA's at or above "C" and the cumulative SSR's, 
although submitted by the institution, were calculated incorrectly (thus the college did 
not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council). These two indicators, therefore, 
could not be used in this analysis. Without fHese data, the asspssmen. f the program was 
inconclusive. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. An NJCBSPT-EA cut off score of 176 (nine scaled score points 
above the provisional standard) was used lo place students into elementary algebra 
remediation at Trenton State. Forty-eight percent of the full-time students (and 12% of 
part-timers, N=10) were identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 481 full-time students enrolled in the .mal -level 
remedial course 79% passed, while 75% of the part-time sU dents passed (of b enrolled). 
Both percentages did not meel the 80% pn. visional stan>' trd. On the algebra rttest, 83% 
of the students who passed the course attained the allege 's minimum score. 




Subsequent Academic Performance. As in the computation area, the completers had high 
passing rates in the subsequent college- level math course (87%) but not as high as the 
non-remedial students ( 4%); the difference did not meet the provisional standard. The 
fourth-semester retention rate of the completers (33%) was higher than the non-remedial 
students (75%) and therefore met the provisional standard. 

Both the percentages of s jdents with GPA's at or above "CT and the cumulative SSR *s, 
although submitted by the institution, were calculated incorrectly (thus the college did 
not fulfill the guidelines of the Ba^ SkiLs Council). These two indicators, therefore, 
could not be used in this analysis. As in the computation area, the data available -first 
college-level course passing rates and retention — were positive. 

Overview 

Strengths 

The 100% testing rate reported for both full- and part time students was commendable. 

Thb college succeeded in enrolling within two semesters over 90% of its full-time 
students in the required remedial courses in all skill areas. 

Passing rates in the remedial reading and writing courses w?re high and were 
accompanied by equally high passing rates for the completers in their first (subsequent) 
college-level composition courses. 

Fourth-semester retention rates for completers exceeded those ut non-remedial students 
in every skill area. 

Areas of Concern 

Too many full-time students who had been identified for remediation in reading and 
algebra were present m the fourth semester without having enrolled in remedial courses. 

Data fror. the college on percent GPA at or greater than "C" and cumulative SSR were 
incorrectly calculated and consequently had to be omitted from these analyses. Without 
these date, interpretations of the other indicators for each of the programs were 
inconclusive. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

The drop in the NJCBSPT-Essay placement criterion from i983 to 1984 might be 
reviewed by the college. 
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TRENTON STATE COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time- Cohort 
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NUMSER PRESENT (4-SEM) BUT NOT ENROLLED 



PROVISIONAL STANDARD * 10 STUDENTS 
READING 14 
WRITING 6 
COMPUTATION 10 
ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 13 
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WILLIAM PATERSON COLLEGE OF NEW JERSEY 



Policy Administration 

William Paterson tested all of its 1,041 full-time and 104 part-time students who vvere 
required to be tested. This performance is commendable. Further, the college succeeded 
in enrolling within two semesters over 90% ot its identified, full-time students in the 
appropriate remedial courses ii* all areas (reading, 93%, writing, 97%; computation, 90%; 
and elementary algebra, 92%); the rates m reading, writing and computation satisfied the 
Board s minimum requirement (no two-semester enrollment standard has been set for 
algebra). By the fourth semester, zero full-time students in writing and only seven in 
elementary algebra were present without having enrolled in the necessary remedial 
courses (which met the provisional standard). However, 19 students identified as needing 
reading and 16 students who needed computation had not yet begun remedial course work 
hy the fourth semester. The numbers for the latter two areas did not meet the 
provisional standard. 

Remediai Areas 

Reading 

Placement Criteria. In 1984, William Paterson used multiple criteria to determine 
reading placement: an NJCBSPT-RC score of 166 (which met the provisional standard 
and was five scaled-score points above it], or an SAT-V sc ? of 400 with NJCBSPT-RC 
166-168, or a Nelson-Denny raw score of 87. The process resulted in 31% of the 
full-time and 25% of the part-time students being placed into reading remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-two percent of both full- and part-time students 
passed the final remedial level of reading. Both passing rates met the provisional 
standard. Of the students who passed, 92% met the college's minimum score on the 
rotes t. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the suusequent English composition course, 
remediation-compleied students passed at a rate (83%) comparable to that for the 
non-remedial students (37%), the difference met the provisional standard. Fifty-five 
percent of the completers had cumulative GPA's at or above "C M compared to 79% for 
the non-remedial students; this difference did not meet the provisional standard. 

Retention of the remediation-completed students (73%) was higher than that of 
non-rerrcidial students (67%) and met the provisional standard. On th2 SSR measure, the 
performance of completers (40%) did not compare favorably to that of the non remedial 
students (52%), and the difference did not meet the provisional standard. 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. The college employed an NJCBSPT-Cssay score of 6 or less or an 
NJCBSPT-Essay score equal to 7 with an NJCBSPT-SS score of 168 (which me f he 
provisional standard). Of the full-time, tested students, 33% were identified for siting 
remediation, and 34% of the part-time students were similarly identified. 
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Remedial Course Outcomes. The final-level remedial writing course was passed by 88% 
ot the enrolled, tull-f.me students and 78% of the part-time students. The former rate 
met the provisional standard but the latter did not. Ninety-sev i percent of the exiting 
students met the college's criterion on the retest. S 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent English composition course, 77% 
S th f.5 mediat i°" com P let ers passed, compared to 88% of the non-remedial students 
The difference did not meet the provisional standard. Further, the remediation- 
completed students did not achieve GPA's at or above "C" at a level comparable to that 
of the non-remedial students (55% vs. 79% respectively); the difference did not meet th6 
provisional standard. 

On the other hand, remediation completers were retained in the fourth semester at a 
higner level (72%) than the non-remedial students (67%), which met the provisioned 
standard. As m the reading area, the lower relative CPA's of the completers meant that 
the group s SSR was also lower than that of the non-remedial students (40% vs. 53%); and 
the difference :n performance between the groups did not meet the provisional standard. 

In summary, results for the writing program at William Paterson were mixed. Despite the 
tayorable remedial course passing rates, the high percentage of students who attained the 
college s minimum on the locally scored retest and the relatively strong retention rate 
for remedial completers, other academic indicators (e.g., passing rates in college-level 
courses and GPA's) point to a need for the college to review its program. 

Computation 

Placement Criteria. Students were placed into computation at the college if the r 
NjCBSPT-MC rve fell below 167. This criterion met the provisional standard and was 
two points above it. As a result, 29% of the full-time students and 31% of part-timers 
were identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-seven percent of the enrolled, full-time students and 
85% of the part-time students passed the computation course. Both rates met the 
provisional standard. Ninety-seven percent of the exiting students met the college' s 
minimum score on the retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level math course, 
76% of the remedial completers passed, compared with 89% of the non-remedial 
students. This difference did not meet the provisional standard. Moreover, the percent 
GPA s at or above "C" for the completers (58%) was not comparable to that for the 
non-remedial students (76%) and did not meet the provisional standard. 

Despite these negative results, completers of remediation were retained at a higher level 
(75%) than the non-remedial students (66%). which met the standard. Largely owing to 
the high retention, the SSR of the completers (44%) met the provis.onal standard with 
respect to that of the non-remedial students (50%). 

The computation program presented a mixed pattern of results. While remedial course 
passing rates, retention and retest competency were high, remediated students success 
in the subsequent college-level math courses and the relative GPA at or above "C" 
performance for this grou;. raised quest' 5 about the effectiveness of this program. 
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Elementary Algebra 

F'acement Criteria. William Paterson used an NJCBSPT-EA score of 175 (which met the 
provisional standard and was eight points above it) for placement of those students in 
math-related major programs. Twenty-three percunt of the full-time and 32% of the 
part-time test- takers were identified for remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the full-time students who were enrolled in remedial 
algebra, 81% passed the course, and 73% of the part- time students also passed. The 
full-time rate met the provisional standard but the part-time rate (N=29) did not. 
Eighty-five percent of the exiting students a« sieved the college's minimum score on the 
retest. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level math course, 
the passing rate for the algebra completers (81%) was comparable to that for the 
non-remedial students (84%) and met the provisional standard. Even more telling (and a 
reversal of the typical pattern), the completers as a group displayed a higher percentage 
of GPA's at or above "C M (76%) than did tne non- remedial students (71%). Not only did 
this GPA comparison meet the provisional standard, but such a pattern reversal is a 
compelling indicator of programmatic effectiveness. 

Similarly, remedial completers outperformed non-remedial students on the retention 
(76% vs. 68%) and SSR (58% vs. 48%) indicators. In both cases, the p- rniance of the 
remedial completers as a group met the provisional standard and exceuu it by a sizable 
margin. 

The follow-up results argue for a successful elementary algebra program at William 
Paterson College. 

Overview 

Strengths- 
William Paterson College is to be commended for its high testing rates for full- and 
part-time students. Further, the college enrolled within two semesters over 90% of its 
identified, full-time students in the necessary remedial courses in all areas. 

Remedial courses passing rates and retest results were high in all four areas. 

Retention rates for the remediat.jn-completed groups exceeded the non-remedial 
comparison groups in overy skill area. 

Outcomes in the elementary algebra area were uniformly positive, thus arguing 
convincingly for a successful remeo al effort for those students placed in the pro^ ^m. 

Areas of Concern 

In the reading and computation areas, too many of the identified students were present in 
the fourth semester without having begun the necessary remedial course work. 

In writing and in computation, the performances of the remediated students in the first 
(subsequent) college-level courses, on GPA and on SSR did no. compare favorably to 
those of the non-remedial students. 



Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

The college might explore the reasons for the large difference in GPA between 
ffH! f5 a - Ion - c ° m .P le t ted ™ d non-rpmrdial students in reading, writing, and computation 
deS f ° ln8 ' mstltutlon mi § ht l00K a t the algebra program as a potential source of 
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WILLIAM PATERSON COLLEGE 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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RUTGERS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY— CAMDEN 



Policy Administration 



In 1984, Rutgers University's Canden campus tested 97% of its full-time students 
required to be tested, which satisfied Lie Board of Higher Education's minimum testing 
requirement. Of concern, however, only 54% of the part-time students were tested, 
which did not meet the Board's requirement. 

At the two-semester point, 65% of the full-time students identifit ' for reading and 57% 
of those identified for writing were enrolled in the appropriate remedial courres. Neither 
rate met the Board's minimum enrollment standard. Seventy-five percent of the 
full-time students identified for algebra had enrolled in a remedial algebra course within 
two-semesters (a two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has not been set). Few 
students persisted in the fourth semester without having begun the necessary remedial 
courses: in reading, 7; in writing, 4; and in elementary algebra, 9. Each of these 
four-semester values m-t the provisional standard. 

Note that for the subsequent" follow-up indicators in reading and writing (discussed 
below), the definition used by Rutgers for completion of remediation was enrollment in 
college-level English 101, even though a student may not *"ave actually taken a remedial 
course. Thus, the follow-up results for ** completers'' apparently reflected a miyed 
population of students, only rome of whom passed the required skills courses and some of 
whom perhaps circumvented remedial instruction. This definition raised questions aboU 
the meaningfulness of all verbal skills follow-up data reported by the University. 



Placement Criteria All students scoring below 171 on the NJCBSPT-RC (which met the 
provisional standard and was 10 scaled-score points abow. and below the 50th 
percentile on the McGraw-Hill Reading Test were identified for remediation. 
Descriptive information on the latter instrument would have been helpful to the 
committee, since students who met either criterion were exempted from remediation. 
Unfortunately, these details were not reported. In 1984, 24% of the full-time and 19% of 
the part-time students were identified for reading. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Ninety-eight percent of the identified, full-time enrollees 
{and both part-time enrollees) passed the final-level remedial course, which met the 
provisional btandard. Data on retesting were not provided, thus, Rutgers Camden did not 
fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Sabsequtskd Academic Performance. Students who completed remediation passed their 
4 r*t (subsequent) college-level course at a rate of 86%, compared to 89% for 
non- remedial students, the differenr,e met the provisional standard. The percentages of 
remediated and non-remedial students with GPA's at or above "'C" were equal (87%), 
which met the provisional standard. ( riously, 100% of the 10 students who did not 
complete remediation in reading also had CPA's at or above "C") 



Remedial Areas 



Reading 




ERIC 



-153- 



\ 



Remediated students returned in the fourth semester at the same rate as the 
non-remedial comparison group (68%), which mei the provisional standard. Further, the 
SSR of remeaioted students was 60%. while that of the non-remedial students was 59%; 
the difference met the provisional standard. (Note, however, that the 17 students 
reported in the "remediation not completed" category also had an SSR of 59%). 

Writing 

Placement Critaria. Students with a score below 168 on either the NJCBSPT-RC or -SS 
were placed into a remedial writing course. The NJCBSPT-SS cutoff met the provisional 
standard and was 7 percentage points above it. In addition, it was reported tint "if the 
class work [in the first week] does not confirm the results of the NJCBST [sic students 
can be re-assigned..." In 1984, 27% of full-time and 37% (n-27) of part-time students 
were identified for writing remediation. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final-level remedial course. 
84% of full-timers and 71% (n=7) of part-timers passed. The passing rate for full-time 
students met the provisional standard but the part-time rale (albeit based on a small 
sample size) did not. No retesting data were provided; thus, the University did not fulfill 
the Council s reporting Guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Students who competed remediation passed their 
first (subsequent) college-level rourse at the rate of 92%. compared to 89% of the 
non-remed-al students- the difference met the provisional standard. The percentage of 
remediation-completed students with GPA"s at or above "C" was 80%. compared to 91% 
for non-remedial students; this gap of 11 percentage points in performance between the 
two j? ips also met the provisional standard. 

Rem. students returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate than the 

non-rer lal students (75% vs. 67%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR of 
remediated students nearly matched that of the non-remedial students (60% vs 61%) 
which met the provisional standard. 

Computation 

Rutgers-Camden did r.ot cffer a separate computation course. Whether any computation 
instruction was embedded within the remedial algebra sequence (see Elementary Algebra, 
below) could not be ascertained from the scant documentatir . submitted for review. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. Scores below 168 on the NJCBSPT-EA (which met the provisional 
standard) and 165 on the NJCBSPT-MC were used to place students into remedial 
algebra How these criteria worked in combination and whether computation topics were 
covered in the remedial algebra sequence were ^stated in the University s brief report. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The percentage of full-time students who passed the 
final-level remedial course was 69% (n=39), which did not meet the provisional standard. 
Further, this passing rate reflected a decline from the 1983-cohort level (82%. n=38) 
The three part- time enrollees (100%) passed. No retesting data were provided; thus, the 
University did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. 



ERIC -154- 



Subsequent Academic Performance. Students who completed the remedial algebra 
sequence passed their first (subsequent) college-level course at the rate of 75% (n=12), 
which nearly matched the rate for the non- remedial comparison group (76%, n=37) and 
thus met the provisional standai,^. The percentage of GPA's at or above a "C" for 
remediation-competed students (87%, n=23) compared favorably to that for 
non-remedial students (90%), and the difference met the provisional standard. 

Students who completed remediation were retained at a rate of 85%, compered to 70% 
for the non-remedial students (which met the provisional standard). The SSR for 
remediated students was 74% (n=27), compared to a non-remedial rate of 62%, this 
difference met the provisional standard and was a reversal of the typical pattern. 

Overview 

Strengths 

Rutgers-Camden mtl the Board s minimum testing requirement for full-time students. 

In algebra, results o.i the available follow-up indicators suggested that the remedial 
program was successful. The CPA, SSR and retention comparisons were especially 
compelling. Unfortunately, in the absence of retest data this interpretation wis 
inconclusive. 

Outcomes in the reading and writing areas appeared favorable, "remediated" students 
seemingly perfon.ted comparably to the non-remedial students on each of the follow up 
indicators. However, the University's non-standard definition of remedial cc 'ipletion 
and the absence uf retest data made it impossible to fully interpret these results. 

Areas of Concern 

Only 54% of the part-time s jdents were tested in 1984. The University should raise its 
rate to at least 90%, in keeping with Board of Higher Education policy. 

In reading and writing areas, the two-semesler enrollment rates for full time students 
fell short of the Board' s minimum enrollment standard by a wide margin. The campus 
needs to monitor more closely the enrollment of identified students into appropriate 
remedial courses. 

No retest data were ported for any skill area. The absence of these results made it 
especially difficult to interpret: 1) the ui jsually high remedial course passing rates for 
full-time students in reading and writing, and 2) in the case of algebra, the decline in the 
remedial-course passing rate from 1983- t i 1984-cohort reports. 

The apparent University practice of defining icmedial completion in English retroactively 
by searching the data base for students who took college-level writing courses, even 
though such students may never have enrolled in or passed the remedial courses, is of 
great concern. This definition raised questions about *he meaningfulness of all reading 
and writing follow-up data reported by the University. 

The text which accompanied this institution' s data tables (as per the Council's reporting 
guidelines) was too brief. The lack of descriptive detail was an especially serious 
shortcoming because review of the submitted data raised several key questions which 
could not be resolved (e.g., how reported placement criteria actually were used, whether 
or not computation was included in the remedial algebra courses). 
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Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 



In reading, the SSR s for the three student groups (i.e., student? who completed 
^mediation those who did not complete remediation, and non-remedial students) all fe»i 
within a point of one another. Further, the small number of students who did not ' 
complete reading all had CPA's at or above "C." The University may wish to explore 
these curious findings. F 
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RUTGERS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY—NEWARK 



Policy Administration 

The 1984 cohort reported on here was 113 full-time and approximately 43 part-time 
students larger than in 1983, reflecting the institution's reorganization which combined 
the day and evening colleges into one unit. Rutgers-Newark tested 93% of its full-time 
freshmen required to be tested, which met the Board of Higher Education's minimum 
testing requirement. Of its 104 part-time students, however, less than half (47%) were 
tested. This latter rate did not meet the Board's minimum testing requirement and was 
reason for concern. 

Of the full-time students identified for the institution's integrated reading and writing 
course, 98% had enrolled in this remedial course v ithin two semesters; this met the 
Board's minimum enrollment standard. Further. 92% of the students identified for 
elementary algebra had enrolled in the institution's remedial math course within two 
semesters (a two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has not been set). Only one 
full-time student identified for remedial English and six identified for elementary algebra 
persisted in the fourth semester without having enrolled in the appropriate remedial 
courses; each of these values met the provisional standard. 

Note that for the "subsequent" follow-up indicators in verbal skills (see below), the 
definition used by Rutgers for completion of remediation was enrollment in college level 
English 101, even though a student may not have actually taken a remedial course. Thus, 
the follow-up results for "completers" apparenth reflected a mixed population of 
students, only some of whom passed the inquired skills courses and some of whom perhaps 
circumvented remedial instruction. This definition raised questions about the 
meaningfulness of all verbal skills follow-up data reported by the University. 

Remedial Areas 



Reading/Writing 

Placement Criteria. Rutgers-Newark offered a two-semester remedial sequence in 
verbal skills (reading and writing instruction combined). Placement was conducted using 
a combination of six criteria: NJCBSPT-Essay (local) score of 8 (which met the 
provisional standard), NJCBSPT-SS raw score of 24 (translated to a scaled score of 166. 
which met the provisional standard and was five scaled-score points above ltj, TSVVE 49. 
SAT-V 400 and high school rank in upper half. The institution stated that it was aware 
of the problem of using the [NJCBSPT] raw rather than the scaled score, and will correct 
it." 

In 1984 those identified as needing remedial English comprised only 9% of the full-time 
and 22% of the part-time entering students. In contrast, 18% of full-time and 25% of 
part-time sUr.nts in tl 1983 cohort were similarly identified, using the same criteria. 
This shift in identification rates was unexplained. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 47 full-time students enrolled in the final-level 
remedial rnading/wnting course. 83% passed (which met the provisional standard). Three 
of the sewn part-time entellocs (43%) passed. No data on retesling were furnished by 
the institution; thus, Rutgus-Nowark did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of le Basic 
Skills Council. 
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frequent Academic Performance. Seventy-two percent of the remedial completers 
n = 3) f P f ed the first (subsequent) college-level English composition course, compared to 
89% of the non-remedial students. This 17 percentage-point gap in performance between 
the two groups did not meet the provisional standard (cf. the 1983 cohort, where 930/0 and 
95/o respectively passed the English composition course). The percentage of remedial 
completers with CPA's at or above "C" was 660/0-17 percentage-points below that of 
non-remedial students (83%). This difference in CPA's, though it did not meet the 
provisional standard, nevertheless reflected improvement over the 34 percentage-point 
GPA gap reported for the 1983 cohort 6 F 

Ninety-five percent (n=43) of the remediated students returned in the fourth semester 
compared to 81% of the non-remedial students (which met the provisional standard) The 
former group exhibited an SSR of 63%, compared to 67% for the latter; the difference 
met the provisional standard. 

Writing 

abwe) K ~ NeWark ° her 3 Separate remedial CQ,jrse in writing (see Reading/Writing, 

Computation 

The institution offered a two-semester mathematics sequence which integrated 
arithmetic and algebra (see Elementary Algebra, below). 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. Scores of 167 on the NJCBSPT-EA (which met the provisional 
standard) ana 168 on the NJCBSPT-MC (which met the provisional standard and was three 
scaled-score point above it) were used to determine mathematics placement at 
Rutgers-Newark. Thirteen percent of the full-time and 56% (n=39) of the part-tim- 
students were identified for remedial mathematics. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final-level remedial course passing rate for full-time 
students was high (94%) and met the provisional standard. The rate for part-time 
students (64%, n=ll), however, did not. No retest data were reported; thus, the 
institution did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level mathematics 
course, 92% of the remedial completers passed, compared to only 64% of the 
non-remedial students; this 28 percentage-point difference met the provisional standard 
and was a reversal of the typical pattern. Further, the percentage of remedial 
completers with GPA's at or above "C" was 83%, compared to 82% for the non-remedial 
students (which met the provisional standard). 

Surprisingly, however, only 78% of the remedial completers were retained in the fourth 
semester, compared to 82% of the non-remedial students; this difference did not meet 
the provisional standard. The SSR for the remediation-completed group (64%) nearly 
matched that for the non-remedial group (67%), which met the provisional standard. 

Apart from the retention data, these outcomes seemed indicative of a strong algebra 
program. The absence of retest data, however, made it difficult to fully interpret these 
positive signs. 
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Overview 



Strengths 



Rutgers-Newark met the Board's minimum testing rate for full-time students. Further, 
the institution succeeded in enrolling nearly all of the identified, full-time students in 
appropriate remedial courses (both areas) within two semesters. 

In mathematics, results on all available indicators (perhaps with the exception of 
retention) suggested that the remedial program was successful. The college-level course 
passing rate and GPA comparisons were; especially compelling. Unfortunately, in the 
absence of retest data this interpretation was inconclusive. 

Areas of Concern 

In 1984, less than half of the part-time students required to be tested were tested. The 
institution should increase its testing of part-time students, at least to the 90% minimum 
level established by the Board of Higher Education. 

No retest data were reported for either skill area. The absence of these results made it 
especially difficult to interpLet the unusually high remedial-course passing rates for 
full-time students. 

The apparent University practice of defining remedial completion in English retroactively 
by searching the data base for students who took college-level writing courses, even 
though such students may never have enrolled in or passed the remedial courses, is of 
great concern. This definition raised questions about the meaningfulness of all verbal 
skills follow-up data reported by the University. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

Rutgers-Newark might investigate why its remedial identification rates: 1) shifted 
abruptly from 1983 to 1984, and 2) were lower than comparable percentages reported for 
the New Brunswick campuses. 

The institution may -'ish to examine why completers of remediation in mathematics 
returned in the fourth semester at a lower rate than the non-remedial comparison group. 
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RUTGERS -NEWARK 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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RUTGERS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY—NEW BRUNSWICK 



Policy Administration 

In 1984, Rutgers-New Brunswick tested 95% of its 4,486 full-time students required to be 
tested, which satisfied the Board of Higher Education's minimum testing requirement. In 
contrast, a mere 138 part-time students were required to be tested, yet only 21% were 
tested. The part-time testing rate missed the Board's minimum expectation by a wide 
margin and reflected a sharp decline from the 87% reported for the 1983 cohort. 

At two semesters, 55% of the full-time students identified for reading and 92% of those 
identified for writing had enrolled in remedial courses; the rate for writing met the 
Board's minimum enrollment standard but that for reading did not. In addition, 62% of 
the full-time students identified for remedial algebra had enrolled in the remedial math 
sequence within two semesters (a two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has not 
been set). 

Excessively high numbers of full-time students who were identified for remediation in 
each skill area had not enrolled in appropriate remedial courses by the fourth semester, 
even though they still persisted at Rutgers-New Brunswick. In the reading area, there 
were 296 such students; in writing, 38; and in algebra, 276. These counts of full-time, 
identified students who had not received the needed remedial instruction by the fourth 
semester missed the provisional standard by a wide margin. Moreover, similar high 
counts were reported for the 1983 cohort. 

According to the institution's effectiveness report, "the number of students who actually 
completed remediation in reading is under-represented [in these results], because data on 
summer 84 enrollment is not available." Further, the advisory nature of placements into 
reading (see Reading, below) might have been a contributing factor to the low reading 
enrollments. (Note that in 1985, placement into a revised reading program became 
mandatory for skills-deficient students ) For algebra, the enrollment data likely 
reflected the fact that Douglass and Rutgers Colleges then had no mandatory math 
requirement. (The institution's report projected that such a requirement would be in 
place for the 1986 cohort.) Note that for the "subsequent" follow-up indicators in 
reading and writing (discussed below), the definition used by Rutgers for completion of 
remediation was enrollment in college-level English 101, even though a student may not 
have actually taken a remedial course. Thus, the follow-up results for "completers" 
apparently reflected a mixed population of students, only some of whom passed the 
required skills courses and some of whom perhaps circumvented remedial instruction. 
This definition raised questions about the meaningfulness of all \erbal skills follow-up 
data reported by the University. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading (Reading Workshop) 

Placement Criteria. Remediation in reading was treated as a support service for the 
remedial writing courses. "Support services for students in the developmental program 
included classes in reading skills as well as individual tutorials as supplements to the 
writing courses. For all students who received a score of 165 or less on the 
NJCBSPT-RC, enrollment [concurrently] in a Reading Workshop (...graded P/F) was 
strongly recommended." Note that the placement criteria reported in the institution's 
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effectiveness report were not consistent with those reported in the corresponding 
Annual Questionnaire." In contrast to the NJCBSPT-RC 166 ("below which") criterion 
given above (which met the provisional standard and was five scaled-scoie points above 
it), the following combinations also were reportedly used for remedial pkcement in 
reading: -RC 167 with an SAT- V of 460, or -RC 170 with an SAT-V of 410. In 1984 
18% of the full-time and 38% (n=29) of the part-time students were idsnti.ied for the 
Reading Workshop. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Ninety-two percent of the full-time students and both 
part-time students enrolled in the Reading Workshop passed it, which met the provisional 
standard. These passing rates were high. No data on retesting were reported; thns, the 
institution did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 

Subsequent Acedemic Performance. Ninety-three percent of both the remediated and 
the non-remedial students passed the first (subsequent) college-level English composition 
course, which met the provisional standard. These passing rates were high. Seventy-two 
percent of the remediated students and 86% of non-remedial students had cumulative 

j j at /« r above C; ' the 14 P er centage-point difference met the provisional 
standard. (Surprisingly, however, 65% of the 318 students in the third study group--those 
who needed but did not complete remediation in reading— also nad GPA 's at or above 
C. ) 

Eighty-two percent of remediated students returned in the fourth semester, compared to 
86% of the non-remedial comparison group; the difference did not meet the provisional 
standard. (Note that 81% of the students who needed but did not complete remediation 
also persisted in the fourth semester.) The SSR for remediated students was 59%, 
compared to 74% for non-remedial students; thf difference did not meet the provisional 
standard. 



Since the 'Reading Workshop" was a supplemental course taken concurrently with the 
institution's remedial English courses (hence the reading component in essence was 
embedded in a sequence whose final level for all identified students was a remedial 
writing course), these follow-up results were not directly attributable to the reading 
component. Nevertheless, the fact that the outcomes for "remedial completers" and 
"non-completers" were strikingly similar raised questions about the impact of the 
Reading Workshop. The institution has since restructured its remedial reading curriculum. 

Writing (English) 

Placement Criteria. Rutgers-New Brunswick used for placement in its English skills 
sequence a highly complex set of criteria which was both difficult to understand and to 
describe succinctly. The criteria included various combinations of NJCBSPT-RC, -SS and 
SAT-V scores, and the criteria described in the institution's effectiveness report did not 
agree with those listed on the corresponding "Annual Questionnaire," Due to the 
conflicting accounts and inherent complexity, the committee was unable to assess these 
criteria. In future reports, Rutgers-New Brunswick should carefully explicate the 
criteria and indicate exactly how they were used. 

The institution's effectiveness report indicated that the placement criteria in writing 
"have been adjusted to preserve a uniform failure rate of 10-15%. Whenever the failure 
rate for remediated students has exceeded this percentage, the necessa.y adjustments 
were made in the placement standards." This statement raised additional questions about 
placement standards and the extent to which they may have fluctuated over time. 
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Ninety-seven percent of the full-time students enrolled in 
the final-level remedial English course passed, a high passin 6 rate which met the 
provisional standard. All (3) part-time enrollees passed. No retest data were furnished; 
thus, the University did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. 

Subsequent Academic Performance. Ninety-two percent of remediated students passed 
their first (subsequent) college -level course in English, compared to 93 "j of the 
non-remedial comparison group; this difference met the provisional standard. Further, 
both passing rates were high. Sixty-eight percent of remediated students and 86% of 
non-remedial students had cumulative CPA's at or above "C. M This 18 percentage-point 
gap in GPA performance between the two groups did not meet the provisional standard. 

Comparable percentages of remediated and non-remedial students returned in the fourth 
semester (87% and 86% respectively), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for 
remediated students was 59%, compared to 74% for the non-remedial students; the 15 
percentage point gap between remediated and non-remedial students did not meet the 
provisional standard. 

In summary, the outcomes for the remedial English sequence were mixed. The remedial 
course passing r, ;es were high, and the first (subsequent) college-level course passing 
rate and retention comparisons weie favorable. However, the absence of retest data and 
the University's non-standard definition of remedial completion made it difficult to 
interpret these positive signs. 

Computation 

Rutgers-New Brunswick did not offer a separate computation course. The course 
descriptions given in the institution's report implied that students with low 
NJCBSPT-MC scores (see Elementary Algebra, below) were placed in special 
arithmetic-intensive sections of the remedial algebra course. This would suggest that the 
students with greatest needs, ironically were presented with both computation and 
elementary algebra content within a single course; students who needed only the 
elementary algebra instruction, on the other hand, apparently received the equivalent 
algebra content but in a less hurried fashion. 

Elementary Algebra 

Placement Criteria. The remedial algebra sequence at Rutgers-New Brunswick included 
courses in both elementary and intermediate algebra. The placement criteria used were 
as follows: NJCBSPT-EA scores of 161 (which did not meet the provisional standard) 
with 167 on the NJCBSPT-MC; or NJCBSPT-EA 171 (which met the provisional standard 
and was rour scaled-score points above it) and acceptable performance on an in-house 
test. In 1984, 17% of the full-time students and 88% of the part-time students were 
identified for remediation in algebra. 

Remedial Course Oufcomes. Seventy-five percent of full-time and 83% (n-6) part-time 
enrollees passed the final-level remedial algebra course; the passing rate for full-time 
students did not meet the provisional standard but the part-time rate did. No data on 
retesting were provided; thus, the college did not fulfill the Council's reporting 
guidelines. 
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Fifty-six percent of remediated students and 70% of 
the non-remedial students passed the first (subsequent) college-level course in 
mathematics; the gap of 14 percentage points did not meet the provisional standard 
Seventy-five percent of remediated students had cumulative GPA's at or above "C " 
compared to 85% of the non-remedial students; the difference met the provisional 
standard. (Note, however, that 77% of students who needed but did not complete 
remediation also had GPn's at or above •'C."') 

Eighty-eight percent of the remediated students returned in the fourth semester 
compared to 86% of the non-remedial students (which met the provisional standard) 
(Surpnsingly, seventy-five percent of the 331 students who needed but did not complete 
remediation also persisted in the fourth semester.) The SSR for remediated students was 
66%, compared to 73% for the non-remedial students; the seven percentage-point 
difference met the provisional standard. e f i 

™ ItS inn,! he algeb - ra P r °8 ram at Rutgers-New Brunswick were mixed. The retention, 
UPA and SSR comparisons were favorable. However, the relatively weak performance of 
remediated students in first (subsequent) college-level mathematics courses, and the 
surprisingly similar performances of remedial "completer" and "non-completer groups 
on some indicators, were cause for concern. 



Overview 

Strengths 

Rutgers-New Brunswick met the Board's minimum testing rate for full-time students. 

The institution succeeded in enrolling in remediation within two semesters ovei 90% of 
the students identified for remedial English. 

The remedial course passing rates in writing (English) w>r e high. Further, the first 
(subsequent) college-level course passing rate and retention comparisons for this skill 
area were favorable. Unfortunately, the absence of retest data and the University's 
non-standard definition of remedial completion made it difficult to interpret these 
positive signs. 

The retention. CPA and SSR results for completers of the algebra sequence were positive. 
Areas of Concern 

In 1984, only 21% of the part- time students who were required to be tested were tested 
and this rate reflected a sharp decline from the previous, year's result. The University' 
should raise this testing rate to at least 90%, in keeping with Board of Higher Education 
policy. 

In reading, the two-semester enrollment rate for full-time students missed the Board's 
minimum enrollment standard by a wide margin. Moreover, excessively high numbers of 
full-time students who were identified for remediation (all skill areas) had not enrolled in 
appropriate remedial courses by the fourth semester, even though they still persisted at 
the University. Rutgers-New Brunswick needs to monitor more closely the enrollment of 
identifiea students in each of its remedial areas. 
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The apparent University practice of defining remedial completion in English retroactively 
by searching the data base for students who took college- level writing courses, even 
though such students may never have enrolled in or passed the remedial courses, is of 
great concern. This definition raised questions about the meaningfulness of all reading 
and writing follow-up data reported by the University. 

The text which accompanied this ins Itution's data tab. \s (as per the Council's reporting 
guidelines) was insufficiently detailed and/or ambiguoui in cert in critical areas. For 
example, both the complex placement criteria used for the English skills sequence and the 
relationship of reading to writing components were especially difficult to comprehend. 
Adding to the problem was the fact that the criteria described in the institution's 
effectiveness report did not match those reported on the "Annual Questionnaire." In 
future reports, Rutgers-New Brunswick should carefully delineate its criteria and explain 
both how they were used and the extent to which they shifted over time. 

No retest data were reported for any skill area. The absence of these results made it 
especially difficult to interpret the unusually high remedial and first (subsequent) 
college-level course passing rates in reading and writing. 

The fact that the outcomes for remedial 'completers" and "non-completers" were 
strikingly similar raised questions about the impact of the Reading Workshop. The 
institution has since restructured its remedial reading curriculum. 

In the writing area, the gap in performance between remediated and non remedial 
students on the GPA indicator, despite other favorable outcomes, needs to be looked at 
by the institution. 

In algebra, the relatively weak performance of remediated students in first (subsequent) 
college-level mathematics courses, and the surprisingly similar performances of remedial 
"completers" and non-completers" on some follow-up indicators, should be of concern 
to the University. In addition, the college should reexamine how it meets the needs of its 
students who are underprepared in computation. 

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry 

The University might conduct a follow-up stud^ on the students who needed but did not 
complete remediation in reading and algebra. 

It might be instructive to examine why the students who completed remediation in 
writing did well in their first (subsequent) college-level writing course but not as well in 
their other college-level courses. 
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NEW JERSEY INSTITtAE OF TECHNOLOGY 



Policy Administration 

NJ1T tested 100% of its full* and part-time students, a commendable achievement. 
Further, 100% of the students needing reading and writing remediation were enrolled in 
the necessary courses within two semesters. Thus, no identified students were present 
in the fourth semester without having enrolled in the necessary remediation. Hence, in 
1984 policy administration at NJIT was tight and effective. 

Remedial Areas 

Reading 

Prior to 19S4, English remediation at NJIT was handled in two parallel tracks, depending 
on initial student need. Students who were identified for remediation in reading (and 
writing) enrolled in a two -semester course sequence that combined reading and writing 
instruction, successful completers of this sequence thsn went on to college level English 
composition. On the other hand, students who needed only writing assistance were 
placed into a separate (and distinct) one semester remedial writing course. Hence, 
earlier reports followed students in each of the tracks separately. 

In 1984, the two tracks were consolidated into a single two semester sequence: all 
students identified for reading were placed into English 098, a course that included both 
remedial reading and writing instruction, and then were required to enroll in and 
complete the upper* level remedial writing course, English 099, while the students who 
needed writing (but not reading) were placed into English 099. 

Because reading instruction, therefore, was embedded in a sequence whose final level 
for all identified students was a remedial writing course (see "Writing'' below), outcomes 
for the reading component could not be viewed in isolation. 

Placement Criteria. Among the multiple criteria used 'o place students into remedial 
English, the principal determinants of placement into the lower level course (i.e., into 
the reading component) were NJCBSPT-RC 165, which met the provisional standard and 
was four points above it, and SAT-RC 40. These criteria resulted in the identification 
of 60 full-time students (12% of test- takers) and zero (of 2 possible) part-time 
students. Data for these students are included under ''Writing." 

Writing 

Placement Criteria. Multiple criteria were used for placement. Students whose test 
scores fell below all of the following criteria were identified for remediation: 
NJCBSPT-Composition 165; Essay 7; SAT-V 400; TSVVE 40. In 1984, 25% of the 
full-time students and zero of 2 possible part-time students were required to complete 
remedial writing. 

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 124 full-time students who enrolled in the 
final-level remedial writing course, 86% passed. The passing rate met the provisional 
standard. No retest data for this group were reported; thus, the institution did not 
fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. 
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-nine remediation-completed students were 
followed into their subsequent college-level writing course, and 85% passed, compared 
to 91% of the non-remedial students; the difference missed the provisional standard by 
one percentage point. Sixty-nine percent of the remedial completers had GPA s at or 
above a "C" compared to 82% for the non-remedial students. This difference met the 
provisional standard. 

Seventy-two percent of the completers returned in the fourth semester, which was 
identical to the rate for non-remedial students and therefore met the provisional 
standard. Retention rates for both groups were considerably improved (by 11 to 13 
percentage points) compared to outcomes reported for the 1983 cohort. Cumulative 
SSR's were 50% for the completers and 59% for the non- remedial students; the nine 
point difference did not meet the provisional standard. 

Computation 

Not offered (computation skills were required for admission to the institution). 
Elementary Algebra 

Because of the technical nature of its programs, few students deficient in elementary 
algebra were admitted to NJIT. The institution offered a variety of developmental 
pre-calculus courses, all but one of which was college-level and credit-bearing. The 
bulk of reported data concerned two such developmental courses which dealt with 
advanced algebra topics up through pre-calculus and trigonometry. Therefore, these 
data are not reviewed here. 

Overview 

Strengths 

NJIT is to be commended for testing 100% of its full- and part-time students. Further, 
enrollment of students into needed remedial courses was thoroughly monitored and 
executed. 

Remedial course passing rates were high. 

Retention of writing-remediated students matched that of the non-remedial students, 
and the rates for both groups were improved compared to the previous year. 

The number and diversity of developmental math courses offered by NJIT suggests that 
the mathematics preparation issue has been given considerable attention. 

Areas of Concern 

No retest data were reported for writing, making interpretation of the other indicators 
difficult. 

Completers of the remedial writing course did not pass the subsequent college-level 
English composition course at a rate comparable to the non-remedial students. In 
addition, the SSR for f ' • remediated group did not meet the provisional standard. These 
outcomes should be examined by the institution. 
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1984-1986 



NEW JERSEY INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort 
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D. FOUR SEMESTER OVERVIEW, FALL 1984-SPRING 1986 



Testing at the Colleges 

For the fall semester of 1984, the 32 New Jersey public colleges reported that 38,675 
students (29,209 full-time and 9,466 part-time students) were both admitted and required 
to be tested. Ninety-seven percent (28,382) of the full-time new students were tested by 
the colleges. Board of Higher Education policy since 1983 has required that colleges test 
at least 90% of admitted freshmen and that colleges enroll in appropriate remedial 
courses within two semesters at least 90% of the full-time students who.n they identify 
as needing remediation. In addition, the Basic Skills Council recommends that colleges 
use appropriate, multiple criteria for determining student placement. Each of ihe sectors 
of higher education met the testing mandate (see Table 1) for full-time students (county 
colleges, 97%; (range: 90-100%) state colleges, 99.5% (range: 97-100%); Rutgers, 95% 
(range 93-97%); NJIT, 100%. 1 However, it has proven more difficult for institutions to 
test at least 90% of their part-time students (see Table 1 for testing rates [1984-86]). 
For the fall of 1984, 85% of part-time students were tested statewia?. County colleges 
tested 86% of their part-time students (range: 57-100%), the state colleges 91% (range: 
46-100%), and Rutgers University, 36% (range: 21-54%). 

Administrative Efficiency: Placement and Course Enrollment 

Since the NJCBSPT was first administered in 1978, the Basic Skills Council has used 
the test score distributions to report to the Board of Higher Education on the aggregate 
preparedness of the entering freshmen. At the same time, the Council has urged colleges 
to use appropriate multiple criteria (i.e., several placement test scores, SAT scores, class 
rank, in-house tests, etc.) in combination for placing individual students into appropriate 
remedial or college level courses. 

If colleges use placement criteria that are set too low, some skills-deficient students 
will be placed erroneously into college-level courses. This practice is likely to lead 
either to a high dropout/failure rate or to a subsequent lowering of college academic 
standards as instructors reduce their requirements to meet the lower skills le\ el of the 
students they encounter. Over the past seven years, the Council has suggested minimum 
proficiency standards in verbal skills, computation and elementary algebra as measured 
by the NJCBSPT. 

The proportion of freshmen judged to need remedial work varies widely across the 
colleges. Within a college, the range of freshmen skills deficiencies within reading, 
writing and mathematics can be wide enough to require more than one class level. ll has 
been observed that students are best served in remedial courses if they are carefully 
placed by skill level and given sufficient time for upgrading their skills. I«i keeping with 
the Council s previous recommendations, nu st New Jersey public collets now have two 



^ince the number of students in the NJIT cohort (582) is small relative to the other 
sectors, NJlT's percentages are not listed henceforth in the overview. NJlT's data are, 
however, listed in the various tables and graphs. See the NJIT profile for complete data 
and discussion. 



ERIC 



-i7i-207 



or more levels of remedial courses and use the NJCBSPT as one indicator to differentiate 
among placement levels in reading, writing, and mathematics. The analysis in this report 
focuses on the students who have completed their final level of remediation. 

The placement criteria for each skill area that were used by public colleges for the 
fall of 1984 were previously reported 2 and are repeated in this report under each 
college's profile. Of the all the students who enrolled in the fall of 1984, 38% (10,897) of 
the full-time group and 50% (3,200) of the part-time group were identified for reading 
remediation Thirty-one percent of the full-timers (8,839) and 30% of the part-timers 
were identifisd for writing remediation. A third (33%) of the full-time students (9,412) 
and 47% (3,805) of the part-time group were identified for computation remediation. The 
colleges identified 36% of their full-time students (10,297) and 47% (3,809) of their 
part-time students as needing remedial algebra . The percentages identified for algebra 
remediation, unlike the other skill areas, are underestimates. Many colleges include 
intended major or program as a criterion in the elementary algebra placement process. 
Students electing a program without a mathematics component are exempted from 
remediation even if they have a low placement score. This issue is discussed more fully 
in the section of this report on elementary algebra. 

After the identification or placement process, colleges should see to it that students 
enroll in needed remedial courses in a timely fashion. The Board of Higher Education s 
expectation is that full-time, skills-deficient students will enroll in their remedial 
courses within their first two semesters (and part-timers within four semesters). 
Colleges report on their efficiency in enrolling students by the end of the second and 
fourth semester via data tables sent to the Basic Skills Council (see samples in Appendix 



Of the full-time students identified for remediation in reading, 87% (9,468) were 
enrolled across all public colleges within two semesters. Seventy percent (2,231) of the 
part-time students were also enrolled within two semesters. By the fourth semester only 
6% of the full-time students were present but never enrolled in needed remediation. The 
figure for part-timers present but not enrolled in needed remediation at the fourth 
semester was 11% (362 students). In the writing area, 95% (3.410) of full-time and 79% 
(1,921) of part-time students were enrolled within two semesters. Only 3% (235) of 
full-time, writing-deficient students were present but not yet enrolled by the fourth 
semester. On thr; other hand, 12% of the part-time students (284) had avoided remedial 
writing through the fourth semester. In computation, 87% (8,180) of both full- and 
part-time (3,293) students were enrolled by the second semester. Six percent (532) of 
full-time students were present but not enrolled in needed computation in the fourth 
semester and 10% (392) of part-timers remained unenrolled. 

In many institutions elementary algebra is taken both by students who are placed into 
it directly and also by students who must firs* pass a computation course. A delayed 
enrollment or a failure in a remedial computation course would mean that the student 
could not be enrolled in a needed algebra course within two semesters. The percentage 



2 Report on the Character of Remedial Programs in New Jersey Public Colleges and 
Universities, Fall 1984. Report to the Department of Higher Education, October 18, 1985. 
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enrollment figures for elementary algebra reflect this sequential nature of the 
mathematics courses. Of full-time students identified as needing algebra, only 65% 
(6,645) had enrolled within two semesters (49% of part-time students [l,882]). By the 
fourth semester 10% of full-time, algebra deficient students (1,067) were still present 
without having inrolled in the course. An even higher percentage (16%) of part-timers 
(597) was present but not enrolled in algebra in the fourth semester. 

While some students may "stop-out," i.e., miss a semester or even two within this 
four semester analysis, it is still clear from the percentages of students present but 
un enrolled in the fourth semester that colleges can do a more effective job in assuring 
that students who need remedial work enroll in appropriate courses before they reach the 
fourth semester. Tracking, proper academic advisement and registration checks must be 
enforced during and beyond the freshman year. 

In the following sections, the students' academic performance is discussed for each 
remedial skill area by college sector. 

READING (see Table 1) 

Across all the four remedial skill areas the open-admission county colleges identify 
for and enroll in remediation a higher percentage of their student body than any other 
college sector. Forty-seven percent (range; 22-85%) of full-time county college students 
(7,159) and 40% of their part-timers (2,646? wt,re identified for reading remediation. At 
the state colleges 38% (range: 27-63%) of full-time students were identified for reading. 
At Rutgers University 17% (range: 9-24%) of the students were identified for 
remediation. Enrollment in the prescribed reading courses was reported for 88% (range. 
43-100%) of full-time county college students (6,330), 92% (range: 80-lOOVo) of full-time 
state college students (2,256) but only 58% (range: 53-97%) of Rutgers' full-time 
students (522). 

At the county colleges 5% (range: 0-20%) of full-time students (323) identified for 
reading were present but not yet enrolled in remedial reading by the fourth semester. 
For part-timers the figure was 12% (312). Across the state colleges 3% (range: 0-6%) of 
full-time students (70) were present but not yet enrolled (87% and 44 for part-time). At 
Rutgers, J4% (range: 2-39%) of the full-time students (304) identified for reading were 
present but never enrolled in the fourth semester. Twenty- two percent (6) of Rutgers 1 
small part-time cohort also remained unenrolled. There was a clear disparity in 
administrative effort between Rutgers and the other sectors in the treatment of reading 
deficient students. In communications subsequent to the collection of this data, Rutgers 
has indicated it has taken steps to remedy the situation. 

Once enrolled in the final level remedial reading course, a statewide average of 79% 
of full-time students passed. The passing rate varied across seclors with Rutgers 
students passing at a 92% (range: 83-98%) rate, the state college students at 87% (range: 
82-93%) and county college students at 75% (range 50-87%). Part-time students passed 
at slightly lower rates across the sectors except at Rutgers, where only 64% of the 
part-timers passed. The number of Rutgers part-time students, however, was small (11 
passed), indicating that the passing rate for Rutgers part-time students could be highly 
variable and consequently should not be compared to the other sectors. 
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TABLE IB 



Student Performance Outcomes 
Reading, 1984-1986 



STUDENT OUTCOME COUNTY COLLEGES STATE COLLEGES RUTGERS UNIVERSITY STATEWIDE 1 

MEASURES a 2 b 3 c 4 ab c abc abc 

% Retained in 

4th Semester * 3,931 2,276 619 3,143 1.588 188 3,880 388 330 1 1.271 4,291 1,138 

% 50 56 21 68 75 32 84 82 77 64 64 28 

Range 8-58 33-69 4-48 42-76 68-88 5-51 68-86 68-95 13-81 

% Pass Subsequent 

College Course 80 77 92 91 92 90 87 83 

Range 67-97 56-93 85-99 79-99 89-93 72-93 

n Credits Attempted 51 42 33 55 52 45 57 51 51 55 46 40 

Range 42-59 27-59 12-54 50-64 42-62 26-52 53-58 47-52 32-51 

n Credits Earned 45 34 27 51 46 37 55 49 48 50 40 35 

Range 39-52 27-42 5-47 46-56 33-52 8-43 51-56 41-50 24-50 

Cumulative GPA 2.52 2.13 1.96 2.63 2.33 2.01 2.69 2.31 2.21 2.61 2.23 2.04 

Rangt 2.39-2.80 1.80-2.38 1.02-2.57 2.49-2 80 2.10-2.50 0 37-2.40 2.60-2.70 2.20-2.50 1.50-2.70 

% GPA Greater Than 81 65 57 85 73 53 86 73 66 84 68 59 

Range 69-97 33-93 0-100 79-92 55-81 43-62 83-87 66-87 0-100 

% Successful Survival 41 36 12 57 54 17 72 59 50 54 43 17 

Range 7-54 11-57 0-33 34-67 42-62 0-28 59-74 59-63 0-59 



includes NJIT. 

2 a= Students not needing remediation. 
3 b= Students completing remediation. 
4 c- Students not compVeting remediation. 
9 
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Upon completion of the remedial course or sequence of courses, the effectiveness of 
the reading assistance can best be judged by comparing the completers with two other 
students groups: those who never needed remediation and those who needed but did not 
complete remediation. The comparison is made across several indicators. For individual 
college programs, consistency across the indicators of subsequent academic performance 
is the touchstone for judging effectiveness. 

Another indicator of effectiveness is whether students remain at the college. 
Statewide, the retention rate (64%) for reading remediation completers at four semesters 
was equal to that of non-remedial students (64%) and much higner than the rate (28%) for 
non-completers. The pattern is consistently positive across the county colleges (56% vs. 
50%) and the state colleges (75% vs. 68%) for the completers versus the students not 
i.eeding remediation, respectively. Students who do not complete their remedial reading 
have only a 21% (range: 4-48%) retention rate at the county colleges and a 32% (range: 
5-51%) retention rate at four semesters in the state colleges. At Rutgers the retention 
rate for completers (82%) was slightly below the non-remedial students (84%) but high in 
absolute terms. Unlike the other sectors, non-completers (330) at Rutgers had a high 
(77%) (range 13-81%) retention rate. 

Colleger must follow the three "study groups" of students and report on their 
subsequent academic progress. If students" skills have been improved, remediation 
completers should pass subsequent college-level courses requiring reading skills at rates 
comparable to non- remedial students. Statewide, the completers pass their subsequent 
English course at a rate within four percentage points (83% vs. 87%) of the non-remedial 
students. At the county colleges the average passing rates were within three points (77% 
vs. 80%); at the state colleges the difference was but one point (91% vs. 92%); at Rutgers 
the difference in passing rates was only two percentage points (90% vs. 92%). The 
consistently small difference in passing rates in the subsequent English course is another 
indication of a pattern of successful remediation across the state. 

While success in the first subsequent college-level course that required the skills just 
remediated is one valid indicator of the effectiveness of a remedial program, one would 
hope that the students" skills and success would transfer to other college courses. 
Consequently, subsequent indicators of academic progress must also be reviewed. A key 
comparison here is whether students who have completed remediation pass their 
subsequent college courses in similar proportions to non-tbmedial students. One would 
not necessarily expect equality in Grade Point Averages (GPA s) since non-remedial 
students are more likely to attain higher grade distributions as a group. In fact, the 
statewide GPA for the non-remedial group after the fourth semester was 2.61 while the 
students completing reading remediation posted a GPA of 2.23. The percentage of 
students in each group who post "C" or better averages can be a more sensitive indicator 
of academic health and survival. Statewide. 84% of non-remedial students had GPA s of 
"C" or better, while 68% of the reading-remediated students posted at least a "C" 
average. The 16 percentage point difference between the groups indicates that there is 
room for improvement. In fact, the difference in percentage of students at or above a 
"C" average improved in every sector compared with the 1983-85 cohort. The GPA 
difference between remediation completers and non-remedial students narrowed from 
21% to 16% at the county colleges, from 14 0 A to 12% at the state colleges and from 25% 
to 13% at Rutgers when the 1983-85 cohort was compared with that of 1984-86. This 
positive finding suggests that on average the remedial programs may be improving over 
time. Subsequent cohorts will have to be analyzed to discuss whether this improvement 
represents a consistent trend. 
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The successful survival rate (SSR) is a composite indicator which combines retention 
and the percentage of students at or above a GPA of "C." Here again the comparison 
between students not needing, those completing and those present but not completing 
remediation is instructive. Across all colleges, 54% of the non-remedial students were 
retained at the fourth semester with at least a average. For completers of 
remediation the figure was 43%. However, for students who needed but did not complete 
reading remediation the SSR was only 17%. 

In both the county college and state college sectors, comparison of the SSR of 
students not needing versus students completing remediation indicates only small 
differences in favor of the non-remedial students (41% vs. 36% at the county colleges; 
57% vs. 54% at the state colleges). The improvement over the 1983-85 cohort that was 
noted above for the percentage of GPA's at or above C also appeared in the SSR 
measure. At the county colleges the 8% difference between the SSRs of the two student 
groups in 1983-85 shrank to 5% in 1984-86. In the state colleges the difference of 7% 
noted in 1983-85 fell to 3% for 1984-86. 

At Rutgers the improvement in the SSR "gap" was also noted (25% in 1983-85 versus 
13% in 1984-86). The size of the difference in SSR between the two student groups is 
larger at Rutgers than at the other sectors. This appears to be due not to lesser 
academic performance of remediated students at Rutgers compared to the other sectors 
but to the relatively higher retention of non-remedial students at Rutgers compared to 
the other sectors. An anomaly noted in the individual Rutgers campus profiles is the 
relatively high SSR of Rutgers students who do not complete their reading remediation 
(50%). This is three to four times greater than at the county and state colleges. 

Since remedial courses carry no college credit toward graduation, students taking 
remedial courses will understandably accumulate fewer credits at the four semester point 
than non-remedial students. The extent to which remedial students are behind in total 
credits earned is an indication of the college time "cost" to the student incurred in the 
process of upgrading their skills. At the county colleges remediation completers 
averaged eleven credits behind (34 vs. 45) their non- remedial peers; at the state colleges 
the deficit was five credits (46 vs. 51) and, at Rutgers the difference was six credits (51 
vs. 57). With the possible exception of the county college students, these deficits could 
be made up, if a student desired by one summer of full-time course work. 

Students who have completed remediation earn, on average, course credit totals in 
their fourth semester that are similar to those of non-remedial students. The fourth 
semester credits earned for reading remediated students in the county colleges was nine 
credits compared to eleven for non-remedial students; at the state colleges the average 
number of credits earned was identical (12) for the two groups and at Rutgers the 
remediation completers (13 credits) earned one credit less than the non- remedial students 
(14). 

In summary, of the 11,699 students across the state who enrolled in needed reading 
remedial courses, 10,139 reached the final level of their college's remedial sequence and 
7,922 passed. Students who passed were retained in the fourth semester at the same rate 
(64%) as their non-remedial peers. This finding is encouraging, since many would expect 
that underprepared readers would leave college in greater proportion than non-remedial 
students. In fact, students not completing needed remediation in reading had only a 28% 
retention rate in the fourth semester. In the subsequent English course, completers passed 
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at an average rate of 83% compared to 87% of the non-remedial students. Their grade 
point averages in the fourth semester were above a "C but approximately four tenths of 
a point less than the non-remedial students. In both their percentage of GPA s at or 
above a C and in their rate of successful s-irvival in college, the remediation 
completers were behind the non-remedial group. However these discrepancies between 
the two groups have been getting smaller compared with the data reported for 1983-85. 

WRITING (see Table 2} 

Thirty-seven percent (range: 14-92%) of the full-time students (5.700) and 
. t J ,lrt , y -. 0I \ e P ercent . of the Part-time students (2.055) at the county colleges were 
identified for writing remediation. At the state colleges 31% (range: 15-55%) of 
full-timers (2,226) and 29% of part-time students (367) were identified. Among the 
Rutgers colleges. 15% (range: 16-27%) of the full-time students (789) and 13% of 

onow Ud611tS ( !> 4) Wf \ re identified for writ 'ng remediation. At the county colleges 
95% (5.392) (range: 79-99%) of the full-time students identified for writing remediation 
had enrolled within four semesters. However, only 78% of the part-time students (1.611) 
were enrolled by the fourth semester. The latter percentage is below the Board' s 
expectation of 90%. The state colleges enrolled an average of 98% (range: 95%-i00%) of 
ooo, S Sl * d fu nt . S ( 2 ' 173 ). who were identified as needing writing remediation but only 
&2 /o (300) of their part-time students who were identified for writing remediation. At 
Rutgers. 91% (range: 75-93%) of full-time students needing writing assistance we- 
enrolled but only 71% of the part-time students (10). 

The rigor of the colleges- enforcement of policies on remediation can be seen in the 
low percentages of students identified for remediation who were present at the colleges 
but had not yet enrolled in their remedial writing course by the fourth semester. For 
tull-time students these percentages were 3% (range: 0-23%) at the county colleges (178 
students), 1% (range: 0-2%) at the state colleges (15 students) and 5% (range: 5-5%) at 
Rutgers (42 students). The percentages of part-timers present but not appropriately 
enrolled were higher: 13% at the county colleges (271). 3% at the state colleges (11) and 
14% at Rutgers (2). 

Of the students enrolled statewide in the final level of remedial writing courses. 78% 
of full-time students and 72% of part-timers passo'. For the full-time group, the highest 
passing rate was at Rutgers (96%) (range: 84-97%) followed by the state colleges (87%) 
(range: 62-95%) and the county colleges (71%) (range: 50-83%). The comparable rates for 
part-time students were 80% at Rutgers. 79% at the state colleges and 70% at the couniv 
colleges. 

As in the reading skill area, students who completed their college s prescribed 
writing remedial sequence were compared, on a series of subsequent academic outcome 
measures, to non-remedial students and to students who were present in the fourth 
semester but had not yet completed remedial work. In the first such measure of program 
effectiveness, retention, students who completed remediation exceeded their 
non-remedial peers by one percentage point (64% vs. 63%) statewide. The 
non-completers, on the other hand, had retention rates averaging only 19%--more than 
three times lower than the non-remedial students. This pattern was found in every 
college sector. The retention percentages for the three study groups (non-remedial, 
remediation completed, and non-completed) in each sector were as follows- county 
colleges: 50%. 55% and 17%; state colleges: 68%. 73% and 24%; Rutgers: 85%, 86% and 
39%. There is a clear, positive relationship between completing remedial writing and 
staying in college. b 



TABLE 2 A 

Policy Administration arid Remedial Performance by Sector 
Writing* 1984-1986 



INDICATORS 
Tested 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 



COUNTY COLLEGES 



15,340 
6,649 



% (Rang e) 



97 
86 



(90-100) 
(82-100) 



STATE COLLEGES 



% (Range) 



7,261 
1,270 



99 
91 



(97-100) 
(46-100) 



RUTGERS UNIVERSIff 
* % (Range) 



5,276 ?5 (93-97) 



105 



36 (21-94) 



STATEWIDE 



28,382 
8,026 



97 
85 



Identified 
for Remediation 
Enrolled 
(any level) 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 
Full -Time 
Part-Time 



5,700 
2,055 
5,392 
1,611 



37 
31 
95 
78 



(14-92) 
(9-77) 
(79-99) 
(46-100) 



2,226 
367 

2,173 
300 



31 (15-55) 

29 (6-47) 

98 (95-100) 

82 (60-100) 



789 
14 

421 
10 



15 (16-27) 

13 (14-37) 

91 (75-93) 

71 (70-75) 



8,839 
2,436 
a, 410 
1,921 



31 
30 
95 
79 



Present But 
Not Enrolled by 
4th Semester 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 



178 
484 



3 
13 



(0-23) 
xU-100) 



15 
11 



(0-2) 
(0-40) 



42 
2 



5 (5-5) 
14 (0-20) 



235 
284 



3 
12 



Pass final 
Level 

[Retestina] 
Reaching Minimum 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 



3,410 
950 



71 (50-83) 
70 (41-86) 



(See Individual College Profiles) 



1,859 
231 



87 
79 



(62-95) 
(60-100) 



672 
8 



96 
80 



(84-97) 
(71-100) 



6,055 
1,195 



78 
72 



includes HJIT. 
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TABLE 2B 



Student Performance Outcomes 
Writing, 1984-1986 



STUDENT OUTCOME COUfJTY COLLEGES STATE COLLEGES 

MEASURES a 2 b 3 c 4 a b 



% Retained in 

4th Semester H 4,169 1,917 373 3,504 1,325 

* 50 55 17 68 

Range 16-60 34-66 2-34 48-74 65-77 



95 

73 24 
3-64 



% Pass Subsequent 

College Course 81 74 93 84 

Ran 9 e 70-100 39-92 87-100 76-98 

tt Credits Attempted 51 42 30 55 50 40 

Ran 9 e 38-59 28-59 13-48 50-64 41-62 32-45 

// Credits Earned 44 33 24 51 44 33 

Range 35-53 22-41 3-39 46-57 33-53 8-41 

Cumulative GPA 2.54 2.12 1.85 2.63 2.26 1.88 

Range 2.39-2.87 1.90-2.63 0.66-2.40 2.45-2.80 2.10-2.46 0.37-2.10 

% GPA Greater Than "C" 81 62 52 85 67 36 

Ran 9 e 73-96 46-88 0-83 79-90 53-77 0-53 

% Successful Survival 41 34 9 57 49 6 

Range "-51 24-53 0-20 41-65 40-57 0-15 



'Includes NJIT. 

2 

a= Students not needing remediation. 
°b= Students completing remediation. 
4 c= Students not completing remediation. 



ERIC 



l: 



RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 



a b c 

3,409 597 37 

85 86 39 
67-86 75-87 17-42 

93 92 

89-93 92-92 

58 52 46 

55-58 50-52 37*47 

56 49 41 

54-56 48-49 34-42 

2.70 2.30 2.01 

2.70-2.80 2.30-2.30 2.00-2. 10 

86 69 46 
86-91 68-80 46-50 

73 59 18 

61-74 59-60 8-19 



STATEWIDE 1 

a b c 

11,358 3,916 509 

63 64 19 

87 80 

55 46 33 

50 40 27 

2.62 2.20 1.87 

84 65 50 

53 42 9 




Remedial writing courses most directly prepare students for their subsequent, 
college-level English composition course. Statewide 80% of remediation-completed 
students passed their subsequent English composition course compared to 87% of 
non-remedial students. At the county colleges, the difference in passing rates was also 7 
percentage points (81% vs. 74%); in the state colleges the difference was 9 percentage 
points (93% vs. 84%), while at Rutgers the difference was only one point (93% vs. 92%). 
These differences are somewhat larger than the passing rate differences observed in the 
reading skill area and suggest that there is room for improvement at some institutions in 
both the county and state sectors. Individual college profiles address this issue where 
appropriate (see Section C). 

After four semesters, students who completed writing remediation had earned, on 
average statewide, forty credits compared to fifty credits for non-remedial students. 
This ten point credit deficit varied by sector, however, with the difference averaging 
eleven credits in the county colleges (33 vs. 44), and seven at both the state colleges (44 
vs. 51) and at Rutgers (49 vs. 56). As noted in the reading section, a credit deficit of 
seven can be made up within one summer by motivated students. In the fourth term, 
students who completed their writing remediation attempted and earned credit totals 
that were very close to those of non-remedial students. In the county colleges the 
completers averaged nine credits earned versus eleven for non-remedial students. At the 
state colleges, the completers averaged 11 credits versus 13 for their non-remedial 
peers. At Rutgers, the writing completers earned 12 fourth-semester credits compared 
to 14 for the non-remedial students. 

The cumulative GPA's of writing-remediated students statewide were slightly lower 
than those of non-remedial students after the fourth semester (2.20 vs. 2.62). The 
cumulative GPA of the 509 students who remained in the colleges without having 
completed remediation, however, was only 1.87, indicating that many of these students 
were in academic jeopardy. Across all sectors, 65% of remediation-completed students 
had GPA's at ci above a "C," while 84% of non-remedial students posted "C" or better 
averages. Across the college sectors the 'percentage above C" difference between the 
groups was: county colleges 19% (81% vs. 62%); state colleges 18% (85% vs. 67%); and 
Rutgers 17% (86% vs. 69%). As was noted in the reading skill discussion, these 
differences for the 1984-86 cohort are slightly smaller than reported for 1983-85. At the 
county colleges difference improved from 21% in 1983-85 to 19% in 1984-86; the state 
colleges were constant at 18% and the difference for the two Rutgers cohorts improved 
from 20% to 17%. 

The SSR of the non-remedial group statewide was 53% compared to 42% for the 
completers and only 9% for the students who did not complete remediation. In the 
individual sectors the SSR differences between the groups who did not need remediation 
and those who completed it were: county colleges 7% (41% vs. 34%); state colleges 8% 
(57% vs. 49%); and Rutgers 14% (73% vs. 59%). In each sector, these differences were 
smaller than those obsene^ in the 1983-85 cohort. The difference at the county colleges 
decreased from 8% to 7%, at the state colleges from 10% to 8% and at Rutgers from 19% 
to 14%. This improvement on a summative measure like the SSR suggests that overall 
the programs are improving in helping writing-deficient students not only to stay in 
college but to close somewhat the "GPA gap" that exists between them and their 
non-remedial peers. 
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In summary, of the 10,331 students statewide who were enrolled in remedial writing 
courses, 9,424 reached the final level at their respective colleges and 7,251 passed 
Students who passed were retained at their colleges in the fourth semester at aslightlv 
higher rate (64% vs. 63%) than non-remedial students. Students who did not complete 
needed writing remediation, on the other hand, had only a 19% retention rate in the 
tourth semester In the subsequent English composition courses, the passing rate of 
students who had completed remediation was within seven percentage points of that of 
the non-remedial students (80% vs. 87%). As with students completing reading 
remediation, the grade point averages of the writing completers were above a C ' (2 20) 
but fell four tenths of a point below that of their non-remedial peers (2.62) The 
percentage of writing remediation completers whose GPA's were at or above a C" was 
19 percentage points below that of the non-remedial students. However, it was noted 
that in every sector the difference between the two groups of students had narrowed 
when the 1983-85 cohort was compared to 1984-86. 

COMPUTATION (see Table 3) 

Across the public colleges a third of the full-time students (9.412) and 47% of the 
part-timers (3,805) were identified as needing remedial work in computation. The need 
varied widely across sectors with 49% (range: 21-93%) of full-time students and 51% 
(range: 12-83%) of part-time students being identified at the county colleges; 26% (range 
17-51%) of full-time and 34% (range: 12-77%) of part-timers identified at the state 
colleges; no need or program was reported at Rutgers. 

Enrollment in the necessary computation course(s) was reported for 85% (range- 
21-95%) of full-time county college students (6,416), and 93% (range: 79-100%) of 
full-time state college students (1.764). 

At the county colleges 6% (range: 0-64%) of the full-timers (484) and 10% (range- 
0-29%) of the part-timers (357) identified for remediation were present in the fourth 
semester but not yet enrolled in the required remedial course. In the state colleges, 3% 
(range: 0-5%) of full-time students (48) were present but not yet enrolled (9% and 38 
students for part-timers). 

Of the students in the colleges - final levels of computation, 71% of both full and 
part-timers passed. Within the county colleges, the average passing rate was 66% (range- 
29-79%) for full-time students and 70% (range: 33-100%) for part-time students. Within 
the state colleges, full-timers passed at an average rate of 85% (range: 66-91%) while an 
average of 76% (range: 61-100%) of the part-timers passed. 

As in the other remedial skill areas, the effectiveness of the computation assistance 
was judged by comparing the completers with the two other student groups: those who 
never needed remediatioi and those who needed but did not complete remediation. 
However, assessing the effectiveness of the computation programs has proven more 
difficult than the other areas because of 1) the sequential nature of the computation and 
algebra curricula at many institutions, 2) the variety of "subsequent " courses that 
colleges have selected for the follow-up of completers, and 3) the fact that at some 
institutions, some of the computation completers may also have taken elementary algebra 
before their follow-up college courses, thus "mixing" the cohort in unknown ways. Where 
pertinent, these complications are discussed in individual college profiles. 

2P- 



-182- 



TABLE 3A 

Policy Administration and Reniedial Performance by Sector 
Computation, 1984-1986 



INDICATORS 
Tested 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 



COUNTY COLLEGES 



15,340 
6,649 



% (Range) 

97 (90-100) 
86 (22-100) 



STATE COLLEGES 



7,261 
1 ,270 



99 (97-100) 
91 (46-100) 



RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 

_JL_ Jk CRanael 

Not Offered 



STATEWIDE 



1 



28,382 
8,026 



97 
85 



Identified 

for Remediation 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 



7,518 
3,372 



49 (21-93) 
51 (17-83) 



1,894 
433 



26 (17-51) 
34 (12-77) 



9.412 
3,805 



33 
47 



Enrolled 
(any level) 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 



6,416 
3,018 



85 (21-95) 
90 (15-100) 



1,764 
275 



93 (79-100) 
64 (56-100) 



8,180 
3,293 



87 
87 



Present But 
Not Enrolled by 
4th Semester 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 



484 
354 



6 
10 



(0-64) 
(0-100) 



48 
38 



(0-5) 
(0-29) 



532 
392 



6 
10 



Pass Final 
Level 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 



3,826 
1,106 



66 (29-79) 
70 (33-100) 



1 ,499 
203 



85 (60-91) 
76 (61-100) 



5,368 
1,512 



71 
71 



[Re testing] 
Reaching Minimum 



(See Individual College Profiles) 



includes NJIT. 



9 
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TABLE 3B 



Student Performance Outcomes 
Computation, 1984-1986 



STUDENT OUTCOHE COUNTY COLLEGES STATE COLLEGES 

MEASURES a 2 b 3 c 4 a b c 

% Retained in 

4th Semester ff 3,823 2,298 681 3,094 1,083 109 

X 51 56 20 70 71 27 

Range 26-70 25-63 0-68 62-75 33-81 4-45 

X Pass Subsequent 

College Course 73 64 95 87 

Range 54-92 21-100 77-99 59-99 

# Credits Attempted 51 42 35 55 52 41 

Range 35-60 30-59 9-59 49-63 42-62 32-50 

u Credits Earned 45 34 27 51 46 35 

Range 32-52 25-43 3-41 45-56 34-92 8-42 

Cumulative GPA 2.52 2.17 1.88 2.61 2.32 2.07 

Range 2.40-2.80 1.93-2.60 1.00-2.20 2.40-2.80 2.09-2.45 0.37-2.60 

X GPA Greater Than "C" 82 65 52 84 70 59 

Range 57-96 45-94 10-81 76-90 58-78 40-83 

X Successful Survival 42 36 10 58 48 13 

Range 23-54 19-49 0-39 50-65 21-54 0-24 



'includes NJIT. 

\v Students not needing remediation. 

Students completing remediation, 
'c-- Students not completing remediation. 




RUTGERS UNIVERSITY STATEWIDE 1 

b c a b c 



Not Offered 6,917 3,381 790 

58 60 21 



82 72 



53 45 36 



48 38 28 



2.56 2.22 1.91 



83 b6 53 



79 39 11 
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With these caveats in mind, the first comparison, that of retention rates, indicates 
that statewide 60% of the students who completed computation remediation were 
retained in the fourth semester compared with 58% of the non-remedial students and 21% 
of the students who did not complete remediation. The same pattern is evident, though 
at different absolute values, at the county and state colleges. In the county colleges 56% 
(range: 25-63%) of the completers were retained compared with an average of 51% 
(range: 26-70%) of the non-remedial students and 20% (range: 0-68%) of the 
non-completers. In the state colleges, 71% (range: 33-81%) of the completers were 
retained compared with an average of 70% (range: 62-75%) of the non-remedial students 
aiid an average of 27% (range: 4-45%) of the students who did not complete remediation. 
This pattern of retention rates is a positive one for the students completing remediation 
and is similar to that observed in reading and in writing. 

Whereas remedial course instructors in a writing program can target the skills taught 
toward that college's subsequent English composition course, computation instructors 
find that their students may go on into either remedial algebra or, in some colleges, 
directly into quantitatively-oriented content courses in business, economics, psychology, 
etc. Consequently the follow-up course passing rates reported by colleges are made up of 
a diverse set of courses. Nevertheless, the statewide average difference between 
computation completers and their non-remedial peers was 10%, i.e., 72% passing versus 
82%, respectively. In the county colleges the average subsequent course passing rate for 
the completers was 64% (range: 21-100%); for the non-remedial students it was 73% 
(range: 54-92%). In the state colleges an average of 87% (range: 59-99%) of the 
computation completers passed the subsequent course compared to 95% (range: 77-99%) 
of the non-remedial students. 

After four semesters, students who completed computation remediation averaged a 
total of 38 credits earned versus 48 credits for non-remedial students. At the county 
colleges the difference between the two student groups was 11 credits (34 vs. 45) and at 
the state colleges the difference was only five credits (46 vs. 51). In the fourth term, 
county college students who had completed remediation earned an average of nine credits 
compared to 11 for non-remedial students. At the state colleges, the fourth term credits 
earned averages were identical for the two groups (12). 

Inspection of the statewide average of the fourth semester cumulative GPA's of the 
non-remedial, remediation-completed and non-completed students reveals a pattern 
similar to that found in the reading and writing skill areas. Remediation-completers are 
maintaining averages above a "C" (2.22) but about a third of a point (.34) below the 
GPA's of non-remedial students (2.56). However, the 790 students who remained at 
public colleges statewide who had not yet completed required computation remediation 
were posting average GPA's below "C," (i.e., 1.91). While the standing of the three study 
groups in terms of mean GPA relative to each other shows a pattern similar to the 
reading and writing areas, a comparison with the 1983-85 computation cohort suggests 
some slippage in terms of the percentage of remediation-completed students who 
maintained GPA's at or above a "C." For the present (1984-86) cohort the difference in 
GPA at or above "C ' between the two study groups at the county colleges was 17% (i.e., 
82% for non-remedial vs. 65% for the completers). In the 1983-85 cohort the difference 
was only 12 percentage points (i.e., 79% vs. 65%). Thus the "GPA Gap" between 
remediation completed and non- remedial students appears to have worsened. Most of the 
widening in the gap, however, seems to have come from the better performance of the 
county college non-remedial group in 1984-86. The difference between the two study 
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groups at the state colleges was 14% (i.e., 84% of non-remedial students were at or above 
vs - 70% for computation completers). The difference for the 1983-85 cohort was 13 
percentage points (86% vs. 73% respectively), indicating a one percentage point 
worsening m the relative position of the remediation-comp! 'ed students compared with 
the non-remedial students. 

When the SSR's of the two study groups are compared r ,oross cohorts, a similar 
picture emerges. The difference in SSR's for 1984-86 was six percentage points at the 
county colleges (42% vs. 36%) and ten percentage points at the state colleges (58% vs. 
48%). For the 1983-85 cohort the county college difference was only four percentage 
points (43% vs. 39%) and the state college difference only seven percentage points (59% 
vs. 52%)--both 'gaps" were smaller for the previous cohort, suggesting a deterioration in 
the relative position of the remediation-completed students. 

In summary, of the 11,473 students who enrolled in needed computation remediation 
9,691 reached the final lovel of their college's computation offerings and 6.880 passed. 
The passing percentages tend to be lower in computation than in reading or writing. 
Students who passed were retained at a slightly higher rate (60%) in their fourth semester 
than their non-remedial counterparts (58%). While encouraging as a pattern, the fact 
that the retention rate for computation completers is four percentage points lower than 
that of reading or writing completers suggests that more could be done to help such 
students stay in college. 

In a variety of subsequent college-level courses requiring some quantitative skill, the 
students who completed computation remediation passed the courses at rates that 
averaged within ten percentage points (72% vs. 82%) of non-remedial students in the 
same courses. 

Students completing computation maintain cumulative GPA's above a "C" (2.22) but 
not as high as non-remedial students (2.56). It was noted that in the percentage of GPA s 
at or above a "C" and in SSR the present cohort of students showed greater disparities 
between themselves and their non-remedial peers than were evident in the 1983-85 
cohort. 

ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA (see Table 4) 

The identification of students for colleges" programs in remedial elementary algebra 
is not accomplished with the same relative consistency as is the case statewide in 
reading, writing and computation. While no colleges set their placement criteria on the 
NJCBSPT below tnat suggested by the Council, many, in the Councirs view, 
underidentify the need for enrollment in elementary algebra courses by making the 
requirement contingent upon a student's choice of major or program. Thus, in many 
colleges, only students in math-related majors are required to remediate their ninth 
grade algebra skills. 

At the county colleges 40% (range: 4-89%) of the full-time students (6,089) and 43% 
(range: 2-93%) of the part-time students (2,869) were identified for elementary algebra 
remediation. In contrast, the state colleges, whose admission standards are more 
selective, identified higher percentages of their freshmen classes for algebra 
remediation. The reason for the disparity between sectors is that most of the state 
colleges required elementary algebra of skills-deficient students, regardless of intended 
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TABLE 4A 

Policy Administration and Remedial Performance by Sector 
Elementary Algebra, 1984-1986 



INDICATORS 
Tested 



Identified 

for Remediation 

Enrolled 
(any level) 

Present But 
Not Enrolled by 
4th Semester 

Pass Final 
Level 

[Retesting] 
Reaching Minimum 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 

Full -Time 
Part-Time 

Full -Time 
Part-Time 



Full -Time 
Part-Time 

Full -Time 
Part-Time 



COUNTY COLLEGES 



Jk (Range) 



15,340 
6,649 

6,089 
2,869 

3,575 
1,401 



726 
529 

2,239 
912 



97 
86 

40 
43 



12 
18 



(90-100) 
(22-100) 

(4-89) 
(2-93) 



59 (18-91) 
49 (8-100) 



(0-36) 
(0-100) 



65 (25-83) 
69 (20-100) 



STATE COLLEGES 
JL_ J* (Range) 



7,261 99 (97-100) 

1,270 91 (46-100) 

3,309 46 (23-86) 

888 70 (12-96) 

2,544 77 (39-97) 

448 50 (19-88) 



50 
61 

2.C43 
349 



(0-3) 
(0-45) 



83 (75-93) 
80 (43-100) 



RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 



.3 t Range) 



5,276 95 (93-97) 

105 36 (21-94) 

899 17 (13-23) 

52 50 (33-88) 

526 59 (54-91) 

33 63 (43-/o) 



291 32 (7-37) 

7 13 (9-22) 

394 77 (69-94) 

15 75 (64-100) 



STATEWIDE 1 



28,382 
8,02*. 

10,297 
3,809 

6,645 
1,882 



1,067 
£97 

6,418 
1,777 



97 
85 

36 
47 

65 
49 



10 
16 

73 
72 



(See Individual College Profiles) 



Includes NJIT. 
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TABLE 4B 




















Student Performance Outcomes 


















Elementary Algebra, 


1984-1986 












STUOEHT OUTCOME COUNTY COLLEGES 
MEASURES a 2 b 3 C 4 


a 


STATE COLLEGES 

b c 


RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 
a b c 


STATEWI0E 1 
a b 


c 


X detained in 






















4th Semester # 3,232 
% 52 
Range 20-70 


1 .408 
64 
20-83 


1 ,031 
27 
4-60 


2,287 
68 
22-75 


1 ,581 
77 

62-88 


225 
35 
23-86 


•3 | O / O 

85 
70-86 


1 360 
86 72 
78-88 44 75 


S , 3V5 
68 


3 ,330 
72 


1,616 

33 


% Pass Subsequent 






















College Course 76 
Range 60-96 


64 
33-96 




91 

81-99 


88 
60-99 




70 

64-76 


65 
56-92 


81 


74 




tt Credits Attempted 49 
Range 35-62 


43 
29-62 


37 
26-59 


54 
48-61 


52 
45-56 


43 
33-50 


58 
54-58 


50 53 
50-52 46 54 


54 


AH 


41 


0 Credits Earned % 44 
Range 32-51 


20-48 


29 
21-58 


50 
43-57 


48 
41-52 


36 
29-46 


5. 
51-56 


47 50 
47-49 43-50 


51 


44 


35 


Cumulative GPA 2.43 

Range 2.30-2.79 1. 


2.37 
83-3.60 


2.05 
1.07-3.33 


2.61 
2.40-2.90 


2.47 
2.31-2.60 


1.98 
1.71-2.11 


2.68 
2.50-2.70 


2.42 2.40 
2.40-2.50 2.30 2,60 


2.61 


2.43 


2.13 


% GPA Greater Than "C" 77 
Range 57-93 


74 
42-100 


60 
25-60 


82 
71-93 


79 
71-84 


55 
43-73 


85 
82-90 


77 76 
75-87 67 11 


82 


76 


64 


% Successor Survival 40 
Range 17*53 


47 
20-59 


16 
3-60 


54 
20-69 


59 
50-65 


18 
12-63 


72 
62-73 


66 55 
64-74 31 58 


56 


53 


21 


'includes HJTT. 






















2 a- Students not needing remediation. 






















3 b- Students completing remediation. 






















x« Students not completing remediation. 
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major. In the state colleges, 46% (range: 23-86%) of the full-time students (3,309) were 
identified for elementary algebra remediation, as were 70% (range: 12-96%) of the 
part-time students (888). At Rutgers, which follows the "math-intensive major only" 
policy for elementary algebra identification at the New Brunswick campus, only 17% 
(range: 13-23%) of the full-time students (899) were identified for algebra. However, 
50% (range: 33-88%) of the small cohort (52) of part-time students were required to take 
algebra remediation at Rutgers. 

In addition to the problem of the underidentification of students to be required to 
take algebra remediation, the colleges also appear to have more difficulty in enforcing 
the algebra enrollment requirement for those students who are identified. Percentages 
required for algebra enrollment within four semesters are much lower than for reading, 
writing and computation. The reasons for the lower enrollment percentages in 
elementary algebra are not necessarily due to laxity in the colleges' registration 
procedures. Rather they are rooted in the sequential nature of mathematics remediation 
and the relatively low passing rates in remedial computation. Students with the weakest 
mathematics skills must take and pass computation before they can go on to their algebra 
course. Failures in and repetition of computation courses take time. When the stop-out 
and drop out rates are factored in, it is not surprising that no sector of higher education 
is enrolling an average of 90% of the algebra identified students within four semesters. 

In fact, the county colleges enrolled an average of only 59% (range: 18-91%) of their 
full-time algebra identified students (3,575) within four semesters and 49% (range: 
8-100%) of their part-time students (l,40l). The state colleges enrolled an average of 
77% (range: 39-97%) of their full-time students (2,544) but only 50% (range: 19-38%) of 
their part-time students (448) in needed algebra remediation. At the Rutgers campuses, 
an average of only 59% (range: 54-91%) of the full-time, algebra-identified students 
were enrolled within four semesters while 63% (range: 43-78%) of the part-timers were 
enrolled. The enrollment rates, particularly foi the full-time students at Rutgers, are far 
lower than those attained at the state colleges and should be improved. 

Of the students who did enroll in remedial algebra, a statewide average of 73% of 
the full-time students passed. Passing rates were highest in the state colleges, followed 
by Rutgers and the county colleges. In the county colleges 65% (range: 25-83%) of the 
full-time students (2,239) passed the final level of elementary algebra remediation, while 
69% (range: 20-100%) of the part-time students (912) passed. The state colleges reported 
a mean passing rate of 83% (range: 75-93%) for full-timers (2,043) and 80% (range: 
43-100%) for part-timers. At Rutgers the full-time student passing rate was 77% (range: 
69-94%) for the 394 students enrolled on the final level and 75% (range: 64-100%) for the 
small cohort (15) of part-timers at the University. 

When the students who completed needed algebra remediation are compared to their 
non-remedial peers with respect to retention rates at the fourth semester, the results are 
encouraging. Statewide, the four semester retention rate for those completing algebra 
remediation was 72% compared with 68% for non-remedial students and only 33% for 
students needing but not completing remediation. The four percentage point advantage in 
retention rates of the algebra completers over their ne . -remedial peers is greater than 
that observed in the other skill areas. The positive effect of algebra remediation on 
retention was present in all sectors but strongest in the county and state colleges. Across 
the county colleges, an average of 64% (range: 20-83%) of the algebra-comnleters were 
retained compared with 52% (range: 20-70%) of non-reiaedial students and only 27% 
(range: 4-60%) of the students who did not complete remediation. At the state colleges, 
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an average of 77% (range: 62-88%) of the algebra completers were retained at four 
semesters. In contrast, non-remedial algebra students had a 68% (range- 22-75%) 
retention rate and students not completing needed algebra remediation had only a 35% 
&S ge i,S~ 86%) retention rate. At Rutgers, the retention rates are higher and there is 
little difference between non-remedial students and algebra completers The four 
semester retention rate for students completing remediation was 86% (range- 78-88%)- 
for non-remedial students the rate was 85% (range: 70-86%) and for students not 
completing remediation it was 72% (range: 44-75%). 

Students completing algebra remediation requirements may, depending upon their 
college; general education configuration and major requirements, go on to take a college 
level mathematics course. Colleges were required to report on the students who did ' 
proceed to their first college credit mathematics course, compared with non-remedial 
students in the same course(s). The statewide comparison of such students indicated that 
an average of 74% of the algebra remediation completers passed their subsequent math 
course while 81% of the non-remedial students passed the same courses. The difference 
in passing rates between the two student groups was greatest at the county colleges 
where 64% (range: 33-96%) of the algebra completers passed in their subsequent math 
course compared to 76% (range: 60-96%) of the non-remedial students. In the state 
colleges, the difference between the two groups in subsequent math passing rates was 
smaller. Algebra completers passed at a average rate of 88% (range: 60-99%) while 
non-remedial students averaged a 91% (range: 81-99%) rate of passing. At Rutgers 
students completing remediation had an average percent passing of 65% (range- 56-92%) 
compared to 70% (range: 64-76%) for non-remedial students in the same mathematics 
courses. 

Of the four remedial areas, elementary algebra completers averaged the highest 
total of credits earned (44) over the four semester study, just seven credits fewer than 
the non-remedial students (51). At the county colleges, algebra completers were six 
credits behind their non-remedial peers (38 vs. 44 credits). At the state colleges, the 
credit total difference was only two credits (48 vs. 50) and at Rutgers the difference was 
eight credits (47 vs. 55). Reviewing the fourth semeseers alone, it can be seen that the 
credits earned totals for the completers and the non-remedial students are very close 
indicating that the two groups are proceeding at nearly the same pace through college 'in 
the county colleges the fourth seme- r difference was one credit (10 vs. 11) earned In 
the state colleges there was no difi. e between the groups in the fourth semester 
(i.e., 12 credits average for each). <W Rutgers the difference in the fourth semester was 
two credits (12 vs. 14) earned. 

Students completing algebra remediation posted the highest cumulative grade point 
averages (2.43) of any of the remediation-completed groups. Their GPA's were only 18 
of a grade below their non-remedial peers (2.61). indicating relatively strong performance 
across a variety of courses. Students not completing needed algebra remediation 

W foo,? Is0 , p0Sted curnuIative CPA's above a "C" (2.13). One reason for the relatively 
good GPA s of students in this category is that they do not elect to take math-related 
courses where their lack of basic algebra skills would place them at a disadvantage Such 
math avoidance, however, does narrow the nui . ;r of possible majors that such students 
can choose from. 

Paralleling the good results in the average GPA's of algebra completers, their group 
average percentage of students with GPA's above a "C" was also the highest (76%) of all 
of the remedial skill areas. Algebra completers came the closest of the remedial groups 
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to matching the percentage of GPA's at or above "C" posted by the comparison, 
non-remedial group (82%). Algebra completers were however, numerically the smallest 
of the remedial groups. On average they also attempted (48) and earned (44) more credits 
over the four semesters than the other groups. It should be noted, however, that the 
discipline or skills groups represented in this study can and do contain students with 
single, double or triple remedial needs. That is, a given student in a particular college 
may appear in more than one remedial group. As such, the groups are overlapping and 
cannot be compared as unique entities, one against another. The fact that the algebra 
completers have higher GPA's and credits earned may be due to a higher proportion of 
students in this group with only one remedial need. This sub-group would be slightly more 
able, spend less course time in remediation and consequently be able to register for r.iore 
college credit bearing courses in their first four semesters than groups with higher 
proportions of students with multiple remedial needs. 

The pattern of algebra completers posting the highest percentage of GPA's at or 
above "C" is consistent across all the college sectors. At the county colleges the 
percentage at or above M C M for completers was 74% (range: 42-100%) compared to 77% 
(range; 57-93%) for non-remedial students. In the state colleges, algebra completers 
registered 79% (range: 71-84%) at or above M C" versus the 82% (range: 71-93%) posted 
by the non- remedial students. At Rutgers the algebra completers averaged 77% (range: 
75-87%) equal to or above a "C° compared to 85% (range: 82-90%) for non-remedial 
students. The disparity between the two groups was greater at Rutgers (eight percentage 
points) than at either the county (three percentage points) or the state colleges (three 
percentage points). 

Inspection of the successful survivor rates indicates that the algebra completers 
were very close to the non-remedial students in terms of the statewide percentages (53% 
successfully retained vs. 56%). In both county and state college sectors the algebra 
completers, in fact, exceeded the rates for non-remedial students. At the county 
colleges the SSR for algebra completers was 47% (range: 20-59%) compared to only 40% 
(range: 17-53%) for non-remedial students. At the state colleges the SSR for algebra 
completers was 59% (range: 50-65%) compared to 54% (range: 20-69%) for the 
non-remedial group. At Rutgers the absolute values of the SSR f s were higher, but the 
SSR of 66% (range: 64-74%) for the algebra completers fell behind that of the 
non-remedial group (72%, range: 62-73%) by six percentage points. 

The pattern of higher GPA 's for algebra-remediated students than in the other skill 
areas, combined with SSR's which in county and state college sectors exceed those of 
non-remedial students was consistent with the findings for the 1983-85 cohort. 

In summary, of the 8,527 students who enrolled in needed elementary algebra 
remediation, 8,195 reached the final level of their colleges 4 course sequence and 5,964 
passed. In every sector, the students who completed remediation were retained at the 
fourth semester in college at a higher rate (72%) than students who never needed algebra 
remediation (68%). The four point advantage in retention rate was the highest recorded 
among the four remedial areas. 

In their first subsequent college level mathematics courses, algebra remediation 
completers who were followed-up averaged a 74% passing rate statewide, compared to 
81% for non-remedial students in the same courses. The seven percentage point 
difference was the came as that noted for writing remediated students in subsequent 
English composition courses but a wider gap than the four percentage point difference 
observed in reading. 
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Students completing algebra remediation posted the highest four semester 
cumulative grade point averages (2.43) observed for any of the skill areas and closest to 
that of the non-remedial comparison group (2.61). Similarly, the percentage of algebra 
completers posting GPA's at or above a "C" was the highest of the skill areas (76%) and 
came closest (within six percentage points) to the non-remedial group (82%). 

At both the county and state colleges, the successful survival rate of algebra 
completers exceeded that of the non-remedial students. The favorable combination of 
higher retention rates and strong GPA"s for the completers made algebra the only skill 
area where this reversal occurred. The positive findings for algebra-remediated students, 
especially the possible beneficial effect on subsequent GPA"s, lend support to the Basic 
Skills Council's recommendation that elementary algebra remediation be required of all 
algebra deficient students, regardless of their intended major. 
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E. RECOMMENDATIONS 



1. This report lists "areas of concern" for each college's remedial programs. These 
judgments were produced after thorough analysis and consensus by the Council's 
Assessment Advisory Committee. It is recommended that the Department of Higher 
Education (DHE) call on each of the colleges to respond in writing to the concerns 
raised in the profiles, especially in light of any changes that may have been 
implemented on the campuses since the data in this report were submitted. 

2. The standards set for acceptable performance by remedial programs on each of the 
outcome indicators referenced in this report wpre labeled "provisional" by the 
Assessment Committee. The Basic Skills Council recommends that the DHE seek 
further input from the colleges to aid in refining the standards. The Council invites 
the colleges both to contribute more fully to definitions of program performance 
standards and to interpret more productively the significance of their own program 
statistics. The Council invites a statewide discussion of standards and methods of 
assessment. 

3. Improvement in the areas of concern identified in the college profiles will more 
likely be forthcoming if faculty and remedial program directors can express their 
initiative in seeking funding targeted for program improvement. The DHE's grant 
programs have succeeded in providing such a vehicle for course improvement, 
equipment acquisition, pre-college articulation, and the like but have, to date, 
specifically excluded remedial programs and courses. The Council recommends that 
the Department identify grant funding sources for which remedial programs will be 
eligible. These sources should be separately earmarked for reading/writing and for 
mathematics. 

4. The Council's guidelines for the preparation of institutional effectiveness reports 
should be viewed as minimum evaluation requirements. The Council once again urges 
colleges to conduct local -esearch efforts that focus on areas needing improvement, 
that serve to advance the effectiveness of student learning in established programs, 
and that evaluate patterns over time to reveal more about the strengths and 
weaknesses of individual programs. Such local studies should be formally presented 
to the institution's Board of Trustees. The Council would welcome the receipt of 
such reports from institutions for the purpose of sharing information among colleges. 

5. Local institutional research focusing on the impact of remedial programs should be a 
funding priority for campus administrators. However, in the course of preparing 
individual college profiles for this report it often became clear that there are 
research questions which transcend the individual campus. Examples of such 
questions might include investigations of the optimum match between student 
placement test score distributions and the number of course levels of remediation 
required; the match between student learning styles and faculty-chosen modes of 
instruction; or, the relation between "concurrent enrollment" and chance of 
graduation. To study such issues on a large-scale basis, the Council recommends 
that the DHE create a commissioned research fund on which the Basic Skills Council 
could draw to hire consultants capable of conducting research of this type. 

6. Faculty teaching basic reading, writing and mathematics courses should have access 
to the latest research on effective teaching methods. The Council recommends that 
the Board of Higher Education continue to foster statewide networks designed to 

q collect and exchange information on pedagogical methods. 
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REVISED 3/86 



GUIDELINES FOR PREPARATION OF 19S5 INSTITUTIONAL REPORT ON 
REMEDIAL PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 



1.0 DEFINITION OF TERMS 

For a meaningful interpretation of data reported in the effect- 
iveness report, it is necessary that while analyzing the data, all 
institutions should keep the following definitions in mind: 

1.1 COHORT: The study group should be confined to the "Fall 1984" 
cohort of students (i.e., students tested with the NJCBSPT in 
Summer/Fall 1984) 



1.2 COMPLETED REMEDIATION : Students identified as needing 

remediation in the specific basic skill area who enrolled in the 
appropriate course (or courses if more than one level of 
remediation was required) and who successfully completed ALL 
levels of remedial courses in the specific basic skill areaT 

1.3 FULL-TIME/PART-TIME: Based on students' enrollment status in 
their entering Fall semester— i.e., Fall 1984 as recorded .it the 
end of the institution's drop/add period (usually the tenth day 
of classes). 

1.4 GPA: Grade Point Average based on college-lev:;! (non r emedial) 

courses . Include students who have 0.00 GPA in your 

calculations. If students received incompletes or withdrew from 
courses, do not include these courses in your GPA data, but do 
include their information in the credit attempted variable. — 

1.5 OTHER METHODS: Students identified as completing remediation by 
other methods refers to students who completed remediation by 
means other than coursework. These may include 'testing out' 
(e.g. challenge exams), individualized instruction, workshops, 
etc. 



^REMEDIAL: The term remedial in these guidelines includes both 
remedial" and "developmental" programs designed to help skills- 
deficient students improve their basic skills in the areas of 
reading, writing, computation, and elementary algebra, 

REMEDIAL AREAS: Data should be analyzed and reported separately 
for each o f the four basic skills areas , viz.. reading, 
writing- 1 -, computation, and elementary algebra* . 



L The distinction between the areas of reading and writing may be 
ignored if the institution treats them as part of a single area of 
verbal skills. 

•The distinction between computation and elementary algebra may be 
ignored if the institution treats them as part of a single area of 
mathematics skills. 
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1.8 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL RATE : Based on survival rate and grade point 
average* For the four semester follow-up ,the term and cumulative 
successful survival rates represent the following: (1) term 
successful survival rate represents the percentage of the Fall, 
1984 students who were still enrolled at your institution in the 
Spring, 1986 semester and who attained a term grade point 
average of 2.0 or better in the Spring, 1986 semester; and (2) 
cumulative successful survival rate represents the percentage of 
the Fall, 1984 students who were stiil enrolled at your 
instititon in the Spring, 1986 semester and who attained a 
cumulative grade point average of 2.0 or better at the end of 
Spring, 1986. 

2.0 HISTORY OF PROGRAM 

Important to an understanding of a program's effectiveness is a 
perspective of that program — how did it start, how far has it 
come, and where is it headed. Briefly summarize , in about two 
pages, major developments in regard to placement policies, 
remedial instruction, support services, supervision of program, 
etc. Describe in a separate section significant changes in the 
above areas since last year's report was written. Include 
changes decided or planned for the 1986-87 academic year. 

3.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

3.1 Placement Policies and Procedures 

Describe current placement policies. Responses to the following 
questions would help toward a better understanding of these 
polici.es. 

a. What rationale and/or data were used in setting the placement 
policies? 

b. How are students informed of their basic skills test results 
and any need for remediation? 

Io placement in remedial courses required or optional in each 
of the skills areas? If required, how soon must students 
enroll in remedial courses? 

d. How much time are students allowed to meet college's minimum 
proficiency requirements? 

e. Does the college have a policy which prevents skills 
deficient students from enrolling in college-level courses? 
If ye,s, describe the policy. 

f . How aire placement policies monitored and enforced? 

g. What changes occurred from 1984 to 1985 and from 1985 to 1986? 
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3*2 Placement and Exit Criteria 

Describe the placement criteria used in each of the skills 
areas of reading, writing, math computation and elementary 
algebra. How are the criteria set and how are they validated™ 
i.e., how does the institution determine that the use of the 
criteria is resulting in appropriate placement of students in 
remedial versus college-level courses? 

Are the exit criteria in each of the remedial courses or 
sequences of courses the same as the college's definition of 
minimum proficiency (or placement criteria)? If not, describe 
the relationship between the two. Also, describe how it is 
ensured that students passing a remedial course have attained at 
least the minimum skill proficiency required in that area. 

3.3 Remedial Courses 

Describe the remedial courses in the four skill areas in 
terms of objectives, topics covered, modes of instruction, 
(e.g. lecture, computer assisted instruction, etc.), 
out-of-classroom instructional requirements (e.g., tutorials, 
skills labs, etc.). Describe the relationship among these 
courses in terms of sequence, prerequisites, and articulation 
with regular college-level courses. 

3.4 Staffing of Remedial Courses 

Describe whether or not your college provides or requires 
any special training for those faculty members who teach 
remedial courses. 

Describe the procedure which is used to ensure appropriate 
interaction between remedial and non-remedial faculty on 
curriculum matters. 

3.5 Support Services 

Describe what and how instructional and noninstructional 
support services are provided to aid remedial students (e.g. 
counseling, academic advisement, tutorials, mentors, etc.). 
Briefly describe any efforts you have made to evaluate these 
services* 

4.0 RESULTS 

Efficacy of Placement Policies and Remedial Programs 

Institutions may choose to describe the efficacy of their 
placement policies and remedial prograa in a variety of ways, 
but the description should include, at the minimum, the 
following data; 
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For each of the four basic skills areas , and separately for 
part-time and full-time students, supply the following sets of 
tables. The data for the first two columns in Table A should be 
identical to that reported in the 1984 Annual Basic Skills 
Questionnaire filled out by the college. If changes are made 
explain where and why. 

4.11 Table A- Testing and Placement of Students 

i. Number of students tested (take from Table 1, total of 
lines #2 and #3 of the 1984 Annual Questionnaire). 

ii. Number and percent of tested students identified for 
remediation for each basic skills area (take from Table 2, 
lines A-E of the 1984 Annual Questionnaire). 

iii. Number and percent of all students identified as 
needing remediation in column 2 and enrolled in remediation 
in any semester from Summer 1984 to Spring- 1986. Each 
student should be counted only once per skill area; numbers 
should be unduplicated . 

iv. Number and percent of students identified as needing 
remediation in column 2 who are enrolled in Spring 1986 but 
have never enrolled in a remedial course. 

You may £lSfi. want to identify separately those students who 
have not enrolled in all required remediation because of 
the sequential nature of some courses. If you choose to 
report these additional data, be specific. Do not include in 
category iv. above students who may have been identified as 
needing remediation but who later were changed to "not needing 
remediation" (e.g., passed a challenge exam or successfully appealed 
a placement decision) . 



SEE SAMPLE TABLE A IN APPENDIX A FOR AN ILLUSTRATION OF 
THIS TABLE 

4.12 Table B- Enrollment in and Completion of Courses 

i Number of students enrolled in the final level of the 
respective remedial courses in Summer 1984 through Spring 1986. 
Each student should be counted only once per area, numbers 
should be unduplicated 

ii. Percent of enrolled students who passed, failed, 
withdrew, or did not complete the remedial course for any 
other reason. 
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iii. Number of enrolled students who completed remediation 
by methods other than coursework. (Refer to definition of 
"Other Methods" in Definition of Terms.) 

SEE SAMPLE TABLE B IN APPENDIX A FOR AN ILLUSTRATI ON OF 
THIS TABLE " 

4.13 Table C- Follow-up of Full-Time Students 

Divide all tested students in your Fall, 1984 cohort Into 
the following three groups for each basic skill are a. 
(Refer to definition of full-time/part-time in 
Definition of Terms. M ) 

a. Students who did not need remediation in the specific 
basic skill area . * 

b. Students who needed remediation in the specific basic 

Bki f 1 a / ea and who com P leted it: b y th e beginning of Spring 
1986 * (Refer to definition of "Completed -Remediation" in 
Definition of Terms.) 

c. Students needing remediation in. the specific skill area 
but who did not complete remediation by the beginning of 
Spring » 1986 > Include both students who enrolled in the 
remedial/developmental course but did not complete 
remediation by the beginning of Spring, 1986, and students 
who did not enroll in the specified remedial course by 
Spring, 1986. Do not include in this category students 
originally identified as needing remediation but whose 
remedial status was changed subsequently. 

Compare the above groups in terms of the following data: 

i. Total number of students in each category 

ii. Number and percent enrolled in Spring, 1986 

iii. Term Data (for all students enrolled in Spring, 1986) 

a. GPA based on college level courses taken in 
Sprang 1986. Provide both Mean GPA and percentages 
of students at or above ( ;> ) 2.00. Refer to GPA in 
Definition of Terms.) 

b. Mean credits attempted* and mean credits earned 
for college lev* " courses taken in Spring 1986 only. 
List the number of credits attempted and the number 
of credits earned. Exclude credits which are 



1 As recorded at the end of your institution's drop/add period 
(usually the tenth day of class). 
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earned without enrolling in college level courses 
fe.g v credits earned via credit by exam, transfer 
credits and any credits given for 
remedial/developmental courses), 

c. Report Successful Survival Rate as a percentage of 
the Fall 1984 cohort that was still enrolled in your 
institution in Spring 1986 and that attained a 
grade point average of 2. 00 or better in the spring 
semester. 

iv. Cumulative Data (for all students enrolled in Spring, 1986) 

a. GPA bas:id on ALL college-level courses taken up 
to and including the Sprinfc. 1986. Provide both mean 

GPA and percentages of students at or above (£ ) 2.00. (Refer to 
GPA in Definition of Terras.) 

b. Mean credits attempted* and credits earned for 

ALL college-level courses taken through the Spring, 1986. 



c. Report Successful Survival Rate as a percentage 
of the Fall, 1984 cohort still enrolled in 

your institution in Spring, 1986 and who attained a 
cumulative grade point average of 2.00 or better at 
the end of Spring, 1986. (Refer to successful 
Survival Rate in Definition of Terms.) 

SEE SAMPLE TABLE C IN APPENDIX A FOR AN ILLUSTRATION OF 
THIS TABLE 

4.14 Table D- Perf ormance of Full-Time Students in First 
College-Level Courses Taken through Spring, 1986 (Refer to 
Definition of Terms for full -time/part-time) . 

For first college-level courses (non-remedial) in English 
Composition and Mathematics, report the passing rates for 
students in the two comparison groups (as listed below) who 
took these courses in Fall 1984 through Spring 1986. If 
more than one course in English Composition or Mathematics 
is used, report accumulated data. 

a. Students who did not need remediation in the 
basic skill area related to that course. 

b. Students who needed remediation in the specific 
basic skill area and completed it before taking the 
college level course. 

SEE SAMPLE TABLE D 3iJ APPENDIX A FOR AN ILLUSTRATION OF 
THIS TABLE 



J. As recorded at the end of your institution's drop/add period 
riQ?^ (usually the tenth day of class). 
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4.15 Table E Pre- and Post-Testing 

Report cumulative data on pre- and post-testing using the 
sample Table E as explained below** 

Present data listed below for only the Tinal level of 
remedial course offered in each skill area from Summer, 1984 through 
Spring, 1986. Pre- and post-test data should be reported only for 
students who were part of the 1984 cohort and w ho passed the final 
level of the remedial course . ~ ~ 

Supply the following data for each final basic skills course. 

a. Name of course. Be specific. 

b. Total number enrolled in course. 

c. Name of test (and sprMft n <^ used for pre- and post- 
testing. 

d. Minimum score needed to determine proficiency - e.g., 

the scaled/standard score on the NJCBSPT which will exempt 
students from being placed in that final course. 

e. Number and percent of students in (b) who took 

the pre-test and the post-test and who passed the course. 
Do "ot include students who took both tests but who did 
not complete the course. 

f. Pre-test mean and standard deviation. 

g. Post-test mean and standard deviation. 

h. Percent of students in (e) attaining the minimum level 
on the post-test. Specify the percent of students whose 
post-test scores were aqual to or more than the score 
specified in (d) 

SEE SAMPLE TABLE E IN APPENDIX A FOR AN EXAMPLE O F HOW TO PRESENT 
THE RESULTS IN THIS SECTION. 



*It is strongly recommended that a standardized test be used, and 
that scaled scores be reported. The same test should be given 
for pre- and post-testing. 
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SAMPLE TABLE A 



Appendix A 



Testing and Placement of Students 
Prom Fall 198k Through Spring 1986 
Fall 1984 Cohort 



BASIC 
SKILL 
AREA 


Tested 


Identified for 
Remediation 


All Students Enrolled in 
Any Semester Prom Sunsner 
•84 to Spring '86 


Enrolled in Spring '86 
But Had Never Enrolled 
In Remedial Course 


READING 


PT PT 


Full-Time Part-Time 


Full-Time Part-Time 


Full-Time Part-Time 


f I 


# % # % 


# X # X 


# X # % 










WRITING 










COMPUTATION 










BLEHBNTARY. 
ALGEBRA 
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SAMPLE TABLE B 

EHROLLMEHT IM AHD COMPLETION OP FIHAL LEVEL OE_ REMEDIATION 
FALL 198M to SPRING 1986 



BASIC 
SKILL 
ASFA 



READING 
Final Level 



All Students Enrolled In 
Any \,e«a*t«r Froa Suasaer/ 
Fall '84 to Spring '86 
FT FT 
i L 



Passed 



FT PT 



COURSE OUTCOMES 



Palled 



FT PT 



Withdrew 



PT PT 



Other2 



PT PT 



Completed Remediation 
By Other Methods 
# FT # PT 



WRITING 
Final Level 



COMPUTATION 
Final Level 



ELEMENTARY 
ALGEBRA 
Finsl Level 



2io 
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^Percentages are based on enrollment figures in the first two columns of this table. 
2 

Students who did not pass, fail or withdraw. Specify who is included in this group, 

3 

Specify by what other methods students completed remediation. 



SAMPLE TABLE C 
FOLLOW UP OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS 
FALL 1984 COHORT 
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BASED ON SPRING 1986 DATA 



TERM DATA 



CUMULATIVE DATA 



STUDY GROUPS 1 



Returned 



Keen 
Credits 
Atteapted 



Bean 
Credits 
Earned 



SUCCESSFUL 
SUIVIVAL 
KATE 



Keen | He an 
Credits I Credits 
Attested | Earned 



SUCCESSFUL 
SUIVIVAL 
KATE 



Total 
Suaber 




CPA 2 




Keen 



V 



2.00 



Bat* 



|£ADIjjC 

A. Requlred no remediation In 
READ I MO 

B. Ksadad rosudlatlon In READING 
<nd coapleted It 

C. r *dad repudiation In RSAOIMC 
but did not coop 1st* It 

"m i re 

A. Iaqulrad no Mediation in 
MUTING 

B. Seeded remediation In WBITIfiC 
and completed it 

C. Baadad remediation in WRITING 
but did not complete it 



COHfUTATIOW 

A. Rsqulred no ramedletlon in 
COMPUTATION 

B. Nsedsd remediation In 
COKFUTAVXOH 

end coapleted it 

C. Ne»<*d remediation In 
CCr^TATION but did not 
collate it 

ElVMENTW ALGIB5LA 

A. Rsqulrsd no reaedlation In 
ALGEBRA 

B. tended remedUUon in ALGEBRA 
and completed it 

deeded reaedlation in ALGEBRA 
but did not complete it 



* Refer to Section 4*13 the Guidelines for breakdown on aTUOf CROUPS. 

2Rsfer to Definition of Terms (Section 1.0 of Guidelines) for datelled description. 



9 
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Appenuix A 

SAMPLE TABLE D 

Performance of Full-time Students in First College-level Courses 
in Either English Composition or Mathematics 
Taken Through Spring 1986 
(FALL 1984 COHORT) 

ENGLISH 
COMPOSITION 
First College-Level 
Course Taken 
No. X 
Enrolled Pass 



READING REMEDIATION 

A. Required no remediation in READING. 

B. Needed remediation in READING and 
completed it. 



WRITING REMEDIATION 

A. Required no remediation in WRITING. 

B. Needed remediation in WRITING and 
completed it. 



ERLC 



COMPUTATION REMEDIATION 

A. Required no remediation in COMPUTATION. 

B. Needed remediation in COMPUTATION 
and completed it. 



ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA RADIATION 

A. Required no remediation in ALGEBRA. 

B. Needed remediation in ALGEBRA and 
completed it. 



9 r % 



MATH 

First College-Level 



Course TakeT 



1 



No. 
Enrolled 



X 

Pass 



J- You^may^preseut-cumulatlvcudata^from^all f irst^college=Jlevel^ mathematics-courses-r 



Appendix A 



SAMPLE TABLE E 

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR RElCD I AL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COUORT 



OMJLATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Name of Course' 


Total No. 
Enrolled 
In Course 


Name of Test 
Administered 


Section 
of Test 
Administered 


Minimum Score 
Needed to Deter- 
mine Proficiency^ 


N 3 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent Students 
Attaining Mln. 
Level on Post-test 4 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 





























































































































































'Report dat\> only for the final level of the remedial courses In each skill area. 
^The scaled/standardized score which will exempt students from being placed In the remedial course. 
^Number of students who took both pre-test and post-test and who passed the course . 
q ^Percent of studonts whose post-test scores were equol to or more ^han the minimum score on the pre-test (see footnote I). 



APPENDIX B 

Institutional uaia Profiles 
Data Tables for Individual College Programs 



I 

ho 
O 
CO 

I 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Atlantic 

BASIC SKILL 'ABEA 'Roadlng 

AREA NUMBER 1 of 3 



1. Students required to be tasted: fULL-TlME 463 PART-TIME 432 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
419 90.4 



PART-TIME 
I X 
303 70.) 



J. Students needing remediation 
(I of those tested!: 



FuU-TIHE~~ 
I X 

205 48.9 



PART-TIME 

I X 
155 51.1 



^Students enrolled In appropriate remedial courses tn any semester from 5iwaer~'H4 to Spring ~ " 
•86 (I of those Identlf.'ed In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME FaknTIHE 
IX II 
165 80.4 83 53.5 

course cnroilaent jany semester from sicraer to spring d51 and outcomes for flnai level of 
reoedtatlon: — 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

lEnrollcd iPass iFall iwlthdro* 1 ^Enrolled Jpass jFaH Withdrew 

165 84 10 6 ; 83 71 14 14 

6. Pre- and post- test results for reocdial courses in skill area, No data (but see attached). 

7. Four- semester roiiow up of fuii-tioe students (based on Spring '86 data J; 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA 

Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Remedlat. 1 Reoedlat, Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Coopleted 'No t Needed Completed Not Completed 

TOTAL I 

I RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 
MEAN CREOITS ATTEKPTEO 
MEW CREDI1S CARNEO 
HCAN GPA 
* GPA > 2.0 
I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 

■ 

B. Performance of tuii-uoe students in first college-level course In . T "area Tthrough SprinT 
86): Renedlat. Remedlat. 

Not Needed 



162 


137 


90 1 








83( 51.2) 


63( 45.9) 


34 ( 34.6)' 








11.6 


12.5 


9.9 


49.8 


43.4 


39.4 


9.2 


10.0 


7.8 


43.7 


37.1 


32.9 


2.42 


2.20 


1.93 


2.75 


2.38 


2.09 


73 


69 


54 


86 


78 


63 


37 


32 


19 


44 


36 


22 



/ enrolled' 

X PASS' 



92 
78 



C ompleted 

40 
93 



notes: 



^Course Is Sociology 101. 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCAT'ON 



1984-86 ' STITUTHWAL PROFILE 

— EFFunmrs 



(m 1984 Cohort) 
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 463 PART-TIME 432 



COLLEGE _ Atlan tic 

BASIC SKILL 'ARE A_Wrltlng 

AREA NUM3ER 2 Of 3 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted In II above): 



FUU TIME 
f X 
419 90.4 



PART-TIME 
I X 

303 70.1 



J. students needing reoedlat ton 
(x of those tested): 



fULL-TIHE 
I t 

96 22.9 



PAKT-VTHT" 
# X 
70 23.1 



J. Students enrdTTed Tn appropriate rooedlaT courses Tn any semesTo, from 5umer *8TTo Spring 
■86 (I of those Identified In 13 above): — 



0 

FULL-TIME 
I X 

87 90.6 



PART-TJKC 
f X 
77 110.0 



5. Tourse cnroTTrienl fanjr semester Trow Summer TBT To 'Spring T 5b7 and outcooes'for final level of " 
remediation: — — 

FULL-TIHE ' PART-TIME 

lEnrollcd tPast SFall twlthdre* J Enrolled XPass XFai) ^Withdrew 

87 83 1) 6 " 77 73 14 13 

■ 

6. Pro-~anTposT-fest results for remedial courses In slcTTT area: Ho data (but see attached). ' 

7. Four-seocster follow up of full-time students (based on spring data J: 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reoedlrc. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 1 Renedlat. Reoedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Neejcd Completed Not Completed ' Hot Needed Completed Not Completed 



10TAL # 


305 


72 


20 








1 RETURNEO SPR. "66 (X) 


141( 46.2) 


34( 4 ,') 


5( 25.0) 1 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


11.5 


11.6 


12.0 


47.S 


38.6 


39.2 


MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 


9.5 


8.5 


6.4 


41.4 


31.9 


30.6 


MEAN GPA 


2.41 


1.77 


1.26 


2.61 


2.09 


1.86 


X GPA ^ 2.0 


73 


53 


40 1 


82 


65 


60 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


34 


25 


10 


38 


31 


lb 



ff. Performance oT TYIMfuv students TrTTTrsT clHTeije-TeveT^curse Tn ilTTTarca (through Spring " 
*36): Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 

Not Needed 



I ENRC ED 
X PASS 



29) 
86 



Completed 

54 
72 
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NEk ERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPAKlWENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 



EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Atlantic 

BASIC SKILL AREA C omputation 

AREA NUMBER 3 r" T 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIKE 463 PART-TIME 432 



2. Students tested (and % of 
tho$e counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
§ % 
419 90.4 



PART-TIME 
§ % 
303 70.1 



3. Students needing remediation 
{% of those tested): 



KULL-TIMt! 
« % 
222 52.9 



PART-TIME 

# % 
185 61 .0 



T. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester trom Summer 'B4 to Spring ' 
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

# % a % 

156 70.2 953 515.1 

i>. Course enrollment tany semester from Summer to Spring tib) and outcomes for final 'evel of' 
remediation: 



lEnrolled 



FULL-TIME 
SPass SFail 



^Withdrew 



^Enrolled 



95 



PART-TIME 
SPass SFail 



^Withdrew 



72 



23 



156 79 13 8 

6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: No data (but see at'cdched). 

7. Four-semester follow up of full-t>me students (based on Spring '86 data): 



TERM DATA (SPRInG '86) 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed N ot Completed 



TOTAL § 


179 


121 


97 








# RETURNED SPR. '86 (%) 


85( 47.4) 


68( 56.1) 


27( 27.8)' 






36.3 


MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


12.1 


12.2 


8.7 


51.5 


42.2 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


10.3 


9.6 


5.5 


45.8 


35.5 


27.4 


MEAN GPA 


2.67 


2.02 


1.61 


2.80 


2.35 


1.91 


* GPA > 2.0 


81 


56 


58 


91 


74 


55 


X SUCClSSFUL SURVIVAL 


38 


31 


16 


43 


42 


15 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



8". Performance of full-time students in nrst :ol lege-level course in ski i i area itnrougn spriny 
1 86 ) : Remedi at . Remedi at. 

Not Needed Completed 



9 ENROLLED 
% PASS 



96 
31 



70 
77 



NOTES: 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



OU£CE ATLANTIC 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria beiow which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified); 

Reading: RC 166 

Writing: SS 163 

Computation: MC 165 

Llementary Algebra: (No Algebra Course) 



4a, Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled In appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 



FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
62 



Reading: - 96 

Writing: 34 75 

Computation: 90 57 
Elementary Algebra: 



4b. Students ide itified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '8C but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
n % # % 

Reading: 
!ting: 
Computation: 
Elementary Algebra: 



° 2 
ERLC c 



S.j 

-210- 



ATLANTIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



#t-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WHITING, HATH COMPUTATION ANO ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR S'JWER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Horn of Course 1 


Total No. 
Enrolled 
in Course 


None of Test 
Adelnt stored 


1 

Section 
of Test 
Ada! nl stared 


HlnlauR Score 
Needed *.o Deter- 
»lno Proficiency* 


« 5 


PRI 
Moan 


E-TEST 
Standard 
Deviation 


po; 

M°»an 


ST-TEST 
Standard 
Deviation 


Percent Students 
Attaining Kin. 
Level on Post-test 4 
























Reading 


289 


Not Pr 


ovided 


160 


179 


152. q 


9,56 




Data Prov 


idea 


Writing 


152 


Not Pr 


ovidpd 


161 


103 


149. < 


6.69 


No 


Data Prov 


ided 


Computation 


207 


Not Pr 


ovided 


165 


122 


155. < 


5.02 


No 


Data Prov 


ided 
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NEW JERSEY 8ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Bergen 

8 ASIC SKILL ARE A Read & Writ 
AREA NUH3ER 1 oT3 



NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT CF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1304-86 INS TITU TIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Bergen 

8 ASIC SKILL AREA Writing 

AREA NUM3ER 2 oT4 



to 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1778 PART-TIME 908 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
1757 98.8 



PART-TIME 
I X 
845 93.0 



3. Students needing remediation 
(t of those tested): 



FTJU-TTHI 
I I 
785 44.6 



PART-TIHt 
I X 
280 33. 1 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate reeedial courses in any semester froa Suaaer 84 to Spring 
•86 (X of those identified in #3 abovel: — 

FULL-1IME 1 PART-TIME' 



I 

764 



X 

97.3 



# 

245 



X 

87.5 



b. Course enrollment lany seoester froa Suoser B4 to ing *&5T and out cooes for final level o7 

recediation: = 

FULL-TIME 1 PART-TIME 

tPass XFail XWithdrew * lEnrolled XPa ss XFall 



ftnrol led 
681 



91.6 



5.0 



13.4 



lEnrolled 
134 



88.8 



3.7 



X Withdrew 
7.5 



6. rre- and post- test resu» *s for reaedtai courses n skim area. la post-test data. 
/. Fo'ir- semester follow up of full-tioe students Ibased on spring 86 datai; 



TERM CATA (SPRING '86) 
Reaedlat. Renediat. Reoedlat. 
Wot Needed Coepleted Not Completed 



TOTAL i 


972 


547 


233 








1 RETURNED SPR.'86 (X) 


445( 45.7) 


309( 56.4) 


33( 13.8) 1 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


12 


i» 


6 


51 


40 


24 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


9 


8 


4 


42 


32 


15 


MEAN GPA 


2.3D 


1.9* 


0.85 


2.54 


2.18 


1.33 


I GPA ^ 2.0 


71.5 


58.3 


18.2 


82.7 


64.7 


33.3 


* SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


34 


33 


3 


j; 


37 


5 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Remedlat. Renedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Coepleted Not Completed 



a. Performance of ruii-tioc students in first college-Tevei course Tn sfciTT area [through Spring* 
'66): Reuedlat. Renedtat. 

Not Needed Completed 



* ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



792 
71.6 



474 
75.7 



ROTES: ' — ' " — 

'includes WR022 only. Students placed In WR021 oust also take the next coirsc In sequence, 
WR022. Thus» reported percentages ar* slight j depressed since not all those in tne sequence have 
enrol fee* In the higher-level course. 



1. Students retired to be tested: FULL-TIME 1778 PART-TIME _?08_ 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in t\ above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
1757 93.8 



PART-TIi<t 
I X 
845 93.0 



37"Students needing resediaTion . 
it of thftSi- tc.tal): 



FULL-TTHE - 

I : 

248 14.1 



PART-TIME 
I x 
92 10.8 



4". Students enrolled Tn appropriate resediaT courses Tn any semester froa~5ucner TJT to Sprfna - 

•86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
IX IX 
240 96.7 70 76.0 



STXourse enrol loenl Tan? semester Troo Sucwer '84 to Spring '85) and outcoees for final level of 

recedlatlon: 

FULL -T IMF. 



#t .rolled 



XPass 
72.5 



XFai 
23.8 



XWtthdrew 



lEnrolled 
70 



°ART-TIME 
tPass XFall 



55.7 



30.0 



210 72.5 23.8 3.8 

PTTre- and post-test results" for resetfial courses in skill area: No post-test data. 
/. Four-sesiester follow up of full -tin* students (based on spring '8t> dataJ. 1 



XWfthdre* 
4.3 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86 J 1 CUMULATIVE OaTA 

Retsedfat. Reaedlat. Reeedlat. ' Reaedlat. Renedlat. Reaedlat. 
Hot Needed Couple ted Not Completed ' Not Needed Coepleted Not Complete 



TOTAL # 689 168 &u 

I RETURNED SPR.'86 (X) 30/( 44.5) 102( 60. 7) 17( 21.2) 1 

MEAN CREOITS AT TEMPI £0 12 12 10 

MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 9 10 8 

MEAN GPA 2.35 2.20 1.80 

X GPA > 2.0 71.7 74.5 52.9 

X SUCCESSFUL Sr 'IVAL 32 45 11 



53 


49 


40 


43 


41 


33 


2.63 


2.33 


2.21 


84.7 


76.5 


76.5 


39 


46 


16 



8. PerForeance dT FuTT-Unc students in TTrS* coTTegc-TeveT course Tn sTcTTl area TnrougTf Spring 
'86)': Reaedlat. Reaedlat. 

K ,t Needed Completed 



I ENROLLlO 
X PASS 



411 

83.* 



119 
91.6 



JTOTT5T* ~" " ~ ~ 

bourse Is 2nd-lev<?l English Coap. since this is the course taken subsequent to coaplcting 
WR031 (final-level writing remediation). 



2G2 
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X> » 



I 

to 



I 



MEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT Of HIGHER EDUCATION 



1934-86 INSTITUTIONA L PROFILE 

EFFECTIVENESS REPG31 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEG E Bergen 

BASIC SKILL AREA Com putation 

AREA NUK3ER 3 of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL -TIME 1778 PART-TIME 908 

2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL -TIME 
I X 
1757 98.8 



PART-TIME 
i 

845 93.0 



i. Students needing remediation 
(* of those tested): 



FULl-TIH£ 
# X 
1100 62. 6 



PART-TltfE 
t X 
500 59.1 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

10OO 90.9 



PART-TIME 
I I 

j55 71.0 



a, course enroitcenc (any seoester rroa ,ja=er '«4 to Sp ring B6i and outcomes *or final leve l of 
remediation: 



f Enrolled 
1000 



FULL-TIHE 
XPass XFail 



70.6 



n.4 



XWithdrew 
18.0 



#EnrnlJcd 
355 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFail 



71.3 



11.3 



^Withdrew 
17.5 



6. pre- and post-test results ror reeeoial courses in ski II area. Mo post-te^t data. 

K rour-seoeswr *oiiok up or »uu-ticie students loased on Spring 'Ub data): 

TERM 0ATA (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE DATA 

Reaediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. ' Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Complet ed Not Coapleted ! Mot Needed Cocpleted Not Cocipleted 

TUfAL i 657 688 412 

§ RETURNED SPR.'86 (X) 323( 49.1) 3891 56.5) 75( 18.2)' 

HE AX CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12 11 9 

HEAH CREDITS EARNED 9 9 6 

HE AH GPA 2.27 2.07 1.43 

X GPA > 2.0 68.1 65.' 41.3 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 33 37 8 



52 


43 


36 


42 


35 


26 


2.S„ 


2.31 


1.76 


80.2 


72.8 


49.3 


39 


41 


9 



y * p SZlY Mnce of fu,, " t1 « students in first college-level couTse Tn 1H1T area fthrougfi TpTfng 
W: Re* 'at. Reoedbt. 



f ENROLLE0 
X PASS 



Not Needed 



132 
62.1 



Completed 

105 
66.7 



NOTES: 



^ote that many of these students also have taken algebra, thus not strictly testing P ffnct« 
of computation reeediation. errtcis 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 

tfrtCUVlNESS REPORT 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE & 

basic skit 

AREA NUMBER 



BASIC Sna aRTA Algebra 

4 onr — 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1778 PART-TIME 908 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
i X 

1757 98.8 



PART-TIME 
I X 

845 93.0 



3. Students needing remediation 
(X of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
1572 89.4 



PARMIME 
t' X 
758 89.7 



■iff? tS r C ;i° l,e ?^ ,n w?? r 2 p r a 5; rencd ; ai courSes » n 121 seoester troa Suaaer W to Spring r 

86 (X oi those identified in #3 above): 3 



?5?5I ts /" f0l,ed ' n W^Pp*" reoedial courses in any seoestfcr rroa suc»er 'W to %nrinn 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above)': — * 9 * 

FULL-TIHE PART-TIME 
ft |X 
820 52.1 263 34.6 



5. Course enrol ioent (any seoester froc Sucraer «4 to Spring 'b6) and outcomes tor final level of 
reoedlatton: 



/Enrolled 



FULL-TIHE 
XPass XFail 



XWi thdrew 



lEnrolled 



PART-TIME 
XPdSS XFail 



XWithdrew 



820 tf?.5 15.1 19.4 ; 263 72.6 9.5 )/.9 

g~Fre- ai.d post-test results tor reaeoiar course* in smll area: No post-test data. 

T; frour-seoester rouow up or ruii-tiee students loased on Spring '86 data): 



TERM 0ATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE 0ATA 

Reoediat. Resediat. Reoediat. ' Reot'iat. Reaediat. Reoediat 
Not Needed Completed Not Cocpleted ' Not Needed Co apleted Not Coapleved 



TOTAL t 

i RETURNED 5«>R. '36 (X) 
H CREDITS ATTEMPTED 
CRE0ITS EARNE0 
HtAH GPA 
X GPA ^ 2.0 
X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



185 


488 


1084 






85( 


9) 310( 63.5) 


392( 36.1) 
11 






12 


12 


54 


49 


10 


10 


8 1 


46 


41 


2.60 


2.22 


1.87 


2.76 


2.52 


81.2 


70.3 


55.4 


88.2 


81.6 


37 


45 


20 1 


41 


52 



41 
31 

2.12 

64 

23 



ff. Teflormancc of fulT-tfw students in first college-level course <i skill area (tnrougn spring 

fJO ft D ^~,r\ A t if O /u. a A t . » 



§ ENR0LLE0 
X PASS 



Reaediat 
Not Need ed 

\Z 

83.3 



Reoediat. 
Coapleted 

206 
64.6 



RGTVS 

1 On.Jtation required for algebra coapctency; percentages do not include sti'dents in 
computation but not yet in algebra. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGF BERGF/J 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

1984-B6 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 19B4 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria beJovv which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

fading:* RC & SS 161 Average 
Writing: RC & SS 161-164 Average** 
Computation: MC 168 

Elementary Algebra: EA 184 and Curriculum Requiring Algebra 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading:* 87 46 
Writing: 

Computation: 88 b~ 

Elementary Algebra: 45 26 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation w l >o were present in Spring 86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 





n 


% 


# 


% 


Reading:* 


14 


1.7 


25 


8.9 


Writing: 


3 


1.2 


10 


10.8 


C imputation: 


19 


1.7 


44 


8.8 


Elementary Algebra: 


225 


14.3 


152 


20.0 



•Reading & Writing 

"Placement for students testing in the range 161-164 (inclusive); if below 
161, placed into "reading."' 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUKCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 IN STI TUTIONAL PROFILE 

EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Brookdale 
BASIC SKILL A - Arfeadlng 
AREA NUMBER i of 4 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTlTUilONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Brookdale 
BASIC SMU. ARE A Writing 
AREA NUKtER 2 of 4 



1. Students require^ to be tested: FULL- TIME 1038 PART-TIME 846 



1. Students required to be tested: FUIL-TIHE 1038 PART- T IMF. 846 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I 1 
1001 96.4 



^APT-TIME 
I X 
755 89.2 



Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
J X 
1001 96.4 



PART-TIME 
I X 

755 89.2 



j. Students needing remediation 
(1 of those tested): 



X 

416 41.5 



PART-TIRT 
I X 

284 38.1 



i. Students neeJing reaediation . 
U of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
351 35.0 



PAR1-I1ME 
I X 
225 29.8 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in an* semester from Summer '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those Identified in #3 above): — 

"" "" PART-TIME 



FULL-TIME 



4. Studen*. trolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester front Summer '84 to Spring 
■86 n of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-fIHE PART-TIME 







I X 1 

394 94.7 177 


X 

61.4 






; x # 

338 96.2 133 


X 

59. 1 


I 

N5 
t— • 


b. 


course enrol iw t tany semesier rrom dinner t*4 to spring Ub) and outcomes tor 
remediation: 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 
lEnrolled XPass XFail XWfthdrew ' 'Enrolled XPass XFafl 


final levti of 
XWlthdrew 


5. 


Course enrollment (any semester 4-om Summer '64 to Spring '86) and outiomes for final Iev?l of 
reaediation: — 

FULL-TIM" ' PART-TIME 
lEnrolled XPass X ! XWlthdrew ' lEnrolled XPass XFail XWlthdrew 


Ln 
1 




394 73.6 24.9 1.5 ' 177 


65.5 30.5 


4.0 




338 74.5 23.4 2.1 ' 133 


70.7 24.8 4.5 




6. 


rre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: 


No data 






Pre- and post-test lesults for leroedial courses in skill area: 


No data 




7. 


t our -semester follow up or full-time students (Daseo on Spring 


'85 data): 




7. 


Four-semester follow up of rull-'.«me students (based on Spring 


'8b data): 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ■ CUMULATIVE DATA 

Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 1 Remediat. Retnedlat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL I 


579 


290 


126 






I RETURNEO SPft. '86 (X) 


286( 49.3) 


154( 53.1 ) 


25( 19.8)' 






MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


12.1 


11.4 


11.3 


50.7 


42.0 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 


8.82 


7.88 


6.44 


39.3 


31.7 



MEAN GPA' , 
X GPA i> 2.0' 
X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 1 



41.5 
27.8 



B Performance of full-time students in ifrst college-level course In^TTTarCd (through Spring 
'86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Needed 



I ENROLLED 
X PASS 



4t>< 
82. 1 



Completed 

217 
81.1 



mrn\ — 

Unique grading system (2.0-4.0) does not allow for comparable GPA and SSR indicators. 0 is 
not considered a Dassing grade and is not awarded. Non-passing - ados are not reflected in ~ 
students' GPA. 



*£RH DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA 

Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 1 Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Complete * 



T01AL I 


641 


254 


101 








I RETURNEO SPR.'85 (X) 


322( 5U.2) 


134( 52.7) 


10( 9.9)' 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 


12.1 


11.5 


8.10 


50.7 


40.3 


33.4 


MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 


8.92 


7.52 


3.20 


39.7 


29.2 


19.1 



MEAN GPA 1 
X GPA ^» 2.0» 
X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL* 



ff. Perfunnance^TTuTT-Ume sludenTs~m TTrst college-level course in skill area (through Spring 
'86): Remadiat. Remediat. 

Not Needed 



I ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



514 
81.7 



Completed 

203 
77.3 



ROTES! 

^Unique grading system (2.0-4.0) does not allow for comparable GPA and SSR Indicators. 0 Is 
•t considered a passing grade and Is not awarded. Non-passing grades are not reflected In 
students' GPA. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 IN STITUTIONAL PROFILt 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Brookdale 

BASIC SKILL AREA Com putation 

AREA NUMBER 3 bT~4 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 198* 86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 

OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 4 of 



COLLEGE Brookdale 
BASIC SKILL AREA Algebra 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1038 PART-TIME p> 

2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
1001 95.4 



PART-TIME 
# X 

755 09.2 



Students needing remediation 
U of those tested): 



■ FULL -TIME 
f X 
461 46.0 



# 

387 



I 

51.2 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in an, emester from Summer 'H4 to Spring 
'85 (X of those identified in 13 above): — *" y 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

# X # X 

357 77.4 161 41.6 

5. Course enrollment tany semester from Summer «4 to Spring *B6J and outcomes lor final level of " 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 






PART-TIME 


fEnroIlcd XPass trail 


iWithdrew 


' lEnrolled 


XPass iFail 


338 70.4 28.1 


1.5 


1 149 


85.2 14.1 



XWfthdrew 



0.1 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1038 PART-TIME 846 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FoLL-TIME 
I X 

1001 96.4 



PART-TIME 
I X 

755 89.2 



3. Students needing lemcdiation . FULL-TlHl " 
(1 of tlio-o tested): § x 

662 66.1 



— FARr-riHE 

9 X 

489 64.7 



Tl~Students enroTTed"ln appropriate remedial courses in any semesler from Summer ITTo Sprind 
•86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

336 50.7 



PART-TIME 
I X 
123 25.1 



JT.Tdursc enrollment Tany semester Trom Summer '84 to Spring T B6T amT o~uTccues tor hnal level of 
rejoedlation: 



lEnrolled 
336 



FULL-TIME 

XPa;s 



64.0 







PART-TIME 


I XWithdrcw 


lEnrolled 


XPass |Fall 


5 3.3 


| 123 


62.6 31.7 



XWlthdrew 
4.1 



7. l-our- semester follow up of lull-time students (based on Spr 

TERH OATA (SPRING '86) 
Remcdiat. Reraedfa.. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL I 

I RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 

MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 

MEAN GPA' 

X GPA ^ 2.0* 

X SUCCrSSFUL SURVIVAL 1 



535 209 256 

274( 51.2) 122( 58.3) 72( 28.1) 

12.3 V 8 9.93 

9.17 7 v 6.25 



ng 'C& data): 

CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 

No t Needed Completed Not Completed 



51.9 
40.6 



43.3 
32.3 



37.2 
26.0 



8 ' ?J r formance of full-' I me student: in first college-level course TfTsHn area (through Spring 
85 ): Rewed.at. Remediat. 

Not Needed Comp eted 



# ENROLLED 
X PASS 



161 

54.0 



28 

21.4 



RDTTST 



Unique grading systea (2.0-4.0) does not allow for comparable GPA and SSR indicators, 0 is 
not considered a passing grade and Is not awarded. Non-passing grades are not reflected In " 
students' GPA. 



7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students ,oascd on Soring '86 data): 



)£RH OATA (SPRING '86) 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Keeded Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Complete 

TOTAL I 273 215 449 

I RETURNEO SPR. V (X) 144( 52.7) 161 f 74.8) 140(31.1)' 

MEAN CREOITS ATTtMPTEO 12.6 12.7 10.2 ' 53.6 49 4 40 0 

MEAN CREDITS EARNED 9.41 9.i8 6.55 ' 42.4 38. « 28 4 

MEAN GPA' 

X GPA > 2.0 1 1 

i SUCCESsr-IL SURVIVAL* 1 



5: Terjonnance of full -time students fn first coTTege^Tevef cburseTn sTTTT cea nfirougfi Spring 
86). Remediat Remediat. 



I ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



Hot deed*' 1 



77 

64.9 



Completed 

103 
39.8 



NOTES- " " ' " 

^Unique grading system (2.0-4.0) does not allow for comparable GPA and SSR Indicators. 0 Is 
not considered a passing grade and is not awarded. Non-passing grades arc not reflected in * 
students' GPA. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE BROOKDALE 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 164 anc additional testing on first day of class with 
Nelson-Denny Reading Test. 



Writing: SS 182 and additional testing on first day of class with local 
writing sample (hoi is t ical ly scored). 



Computation: MC 166 and, where necessary, additional testing wi*h instruments 
developed locally. 



Elementary Algebra: EA 171 and, where necessary, additional testing with 
instruments developed locally. 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIMl PART-TIME 

Reading: 95 67 

Writing: 96 59 

Computation: 74 40 

Elementary Algebra: 41 21 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 




# 


% 


# % 


Reading: 


10 


2.4 


30 10.4 


Writing; 


4 


1.1 


23 10.2 


Computation: 


32 


6.9 


16 11.8 


Elementary Algebra: 


47 


7.0 


61 12.4 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS "WNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Burllo gtor, 
DEPARTMENT Of HIGHER EDUCTION EFFECTIVENESS REpCrI BASIC SnnTTWE Ocadlng 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 776 PAR T «HME 318 



2. Students tested (and I o f 
those counted In II ab \; 



FULL-TIME 
I 1 
756 97.4 



PART-TIME 
I t 
301 94.6 



3. Students needing rcocdiatton 
(1 of those tested): 



FULL-TIME - 
I 1 
466 61.6 



~ARTrriRr~ 
i t 

163 5-1.8 



"Students^enroiied in approprU*e reocdlaT courses Tn any >c«csTer f/roa Sunocr ""Brio Ipr 
'86 (1 of those Identified In 13 above): 



Tng 



FULL-TIME 

I 1 
248 53.2 



PART-TIME 

i t 

60 37.0 



5. Course enroTToenT Tan/ seoester Tron Stwocr A 84 toTprTng *067 anu* outcomes For final TcveT oT 
remediation: 



/Enrolled 
210 



FULL-TIME 
tPass trail 



81.9 



14.3 



Withdrew 
3.8 



/Enrolled 
49 



PART-TIME 
tPass trail 



79.6 



14.3 



Withdrew 
4.1 



b. Pre- and post-test results Tor re.»e<Lul courses in skill area. Data n6Tlv*i lable. 



/. Four-seoester FoTTow up of full -line students (based on ipr 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
Kot Needed Completed Not Cooplctcd 



TOTAL 1 


274 


169 


297 








1 RE TURN E0 SPR. '86 (l) 


107( 39.0) 


1C1( 59.7) 


103(34.6)" 








HEAM CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 


.0.3 


10.0 


9.4 


54.2 


40.1 


43.1 


HE AM CREDITS EARNED 


8.4 


7.6 


7.1 


45.8 


32.9 


3S.6 


MEAM GPA 


2.4 


1.9 


1.9 


2.5 


1.9 


2.1 


I GPA :*2.o 


81.3 


58.4 


55.3 


77.6 


54. 5 


55.: 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


31.8 


34.9 


19.2 


30.3 


32.5 


19,1 



ng TflT data). 

CUMULATIVE DATA 
Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Weeded C oopleted Not Completed 



«. Ptrfonwnce of luii-tin? students In first college-level courseTl\^VTTT arc* ["through Spring 



'86) 



I ENR0LLE0 
I PASS 



Reoedla* 
Not Needed 

207 
60.1 



Reoedlat. 
Coopleted 

139 
69.8 



ROTES 7 " 
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NEW JERSCY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Burling ton 

DEPARTMENT Of HIGHER COUCAIION tTFTcTITOrarElTBRT BASIC SKILL AKEA TTrUIng 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 776 PART-TIME 318 

2. StuCMts tested (and t of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in #1 above): It It 

756 97.4 301 94.6 

173 lua*ehts needing rcmeHUtforT" 1 FULL-TIKE PART- TIME""' 

(t of those tested): I I It 

401 53.0 141 46.8 

4, Students cnroTTc<3 in appropriate rcoedlaT courses In any seoesler T q 
\*« (I of those Identified In |3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

It It 

386 96.2 105 74.4 

5. Course enrol loent ianjr scoester <gm Sooner ^BTto SprTng T B5) and* outcoocs For final Tev«eT of 
reoedfatfon: 



Turner lo Spring 



FULL-TIME 

lEnrolled tPass trail Withdrew 



PART-TIME 

lEnrolled tFas s tfall twtthdr?* 
94 64.? 24.5 7.S 



345 77.1 16.2 4.9 

iT'Fre- and post-test results for reoeoTaT courses in sITTT area: Data not available. 

7. Four-semester follow up of ru»»-ttoe students (based on Spring 'eo data): 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE DAI A 

Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. ' Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Coopleted Not Coapletcd ' Not Needed Completed Not Coopleted 



TOTAL 1 


345 


262 


139 








# RETURNED SPR.'*6 (t) 


1 71 f 49.5) 13Q( 52.6) 


16( 11.5)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 


9.9 


10.5 


4.8 


49.9 


45.2 


20.8 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 


8.3 


7.8 


2.1 


42.7 


36.4 


11.7 


MEAN GPA 


2.5 


1.8 


0.8 


2.5 


i.9 


ho 


t GPA S> ?-0 


75.4 


51.5 


25.0 


72.5 


48. t 


25.0 


t SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


37.4 


27.1 


2.9 ' 


3S.9 


25, b 


2.9 



8. Perfonwncc of full -Hop students In First coTTcge-IeveT QQu»*e In slfTT area TtTt/ougTi Spring " 
'8t>): Reaedlat. Reoedlat. 

Not Heeded CoropJ_c_tcO 



I ENROLLED 269 221 

t PASS 71.0 71.5 



WOTTST 



I 

to 
vo 

I 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OSPARTHENl Of HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 



(Fall 1984 Cohort) 
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 776 PART-TIME 318 



COLLEGE Burlington 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Computation 

AR r * HUM8ER 3 oTT" 



HEM JFRSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPAP.iriENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 193i Cohort) 



COLLEGE BuiJinoUn 
BASIC snrrXRt rXTgebra 
AREA NUMSEft 4 oTT" 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 776 PART-TIME 318 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# X 

756 97.4 



PART-TIME 
§ X 
301 94.6 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In #1 above): 



rULL-TIME 
I X 

756 97.4 



PART- TIME 
t X 

301 94.6 



Students needing remediation 
IT. of those tested): 



hua-iiHt 
* % 
455 60.1 



PAxi-unt 
t X 
183 60.7 



3. Students needing remediation 
(I of those tested): 



l-ULL-ilHL 
t X 

453 59.9 



PARI-IIKE 
t X 
203 67.4 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial cou. ses in any semester from Smsaer 84 to Spring 4. Students enrol lid in appropriate remedial courses in any 

'86 (X of those identified In #3 above): '86 (X of those Identified In « above): 



FULL-TIME 
t X 

312 68.5 



PART-TI-E 
§ X 
86 46.9 



FULL-TIME 
t % 
196 43.2 



semester froa Suswer '84 to Spring 

PART-TIME 
§ X 

63 31.0 



5. Course enrollment (any semester fr>a Sucraer "84 to Spring "86) and outcomes Tor final level of 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




^Enrolled XPass XFall 


XWithdrew ' Enrolled 


XPass XFall 


Withdraw 


312 72.4 13.8 

H D A _ an/1 nntf _taf f ivirn 1 * r «— _ 


6.7 ; 86 

~~J7TT I- > L m ...... 


79.1 10.5 


34.9 



5. Course enrollment (any semester froq~Sugwer "84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 



f Enrolled 
193 



FULL-TIME 
XPass XFall 



72.0 



15.5 



XWithdrew 
5.2 



{Enrolled 
63 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFall 



87.3 



6.3 



XWithdrew 
0,0 



7. Four- semester folio* up of ful • -tjrae students (based on Spr 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Remedlat. Remedlat, Remedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL t 


298 


222 


233 ' 








i RETURNED SPR. '86 (X) 


141 C 47.3) 


131 ( 59.0) 


56( 24.0)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


10.4 


10.0 


8.7 1 


52.8 


43.5 


37.9 


MEAN CI'.rUITS EARNEO 


8.6 


7.6 


6.1 


45.3 


35.6 


28.6 


MEAN GPA 


2.4 


2.0 


1.8 


2.4 


2.0 


1.8 


X GPA ^ 2.0 


69.5 


61.1 


51.8 


73.0 


52.0 


48.2 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


32.9 


3£ 3 


12.5 


34.6 


30.6 


11.6 



ng Kb data): 

CUMULATIVE DATA 

Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 

Hot Needed Completed Not Cotapleted 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses In skin area: See a Cached. 
/. i- our- semester follow up of full-time students tbased on Spring '86 daTaT: 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
RemedMt. Reaedlat. Remedlat. 



TOTAL t 


195 


130 


323 ' 








t RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 


95( 48.7) 


87( 66.9) 


98 ( 30.3)' 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


11.1 


10.5 


8.7 


55.3 


48.2 


37.1 


MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 


8.9 


8.d 


6.2 


47.1 


41.3 


28.6 


HEAH GPA 


2.3 


2.1 


1.8 


2.3 


2.3 


1.8 


% GPA i> 2.0 


65.3 


66.6 


53.1 


70.5 


60.9 


44.9 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


31.8 


44.6 


16.1 


34.4 


40.8 


13.6 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Renedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 



8. Performance of full-time students 1n first col lege-TeveT course in skill area (through Spring - 
'86): Reaedlat. Reaedlat. 

Not Needed 



§ ENROLL fc 
X PASS 



184 
79.4 



Completed 
99 

62.6 



8. Performance of full-time studer,£sTn flrtt college-ieveT course in skill area (through Spring"" 
86): Remedlat. Remedlat. 



Not Needed Completed 



t ENROLL EO 
X PASS 



120 
80.0 



86 
68.6 



jrarrrsr 



NOTES: 
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NEW JERSEY BASiC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMliF OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE BURLINGTON 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 19b4 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (\JCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 167 



Writing: SS 162 



Computation: MC 169 



Elementary Algebra: EA 168 with MC > 168 



4a. Percent of students Identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 

course in the. skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semezt <o): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 87 59 

Writing: 99 87 

Computation: 82 58 

Elementary Algebra: 41 41 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring 86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 
# % 


PART- 
# 




Reading: 


91 


19.5 


32 


19.7 


Wri ting: 


2 


0.4 


11 


7,8 


Computat ion: 


16 


3.5 


1 


0.5 


Elementary Algebra: 


68 


IS .ft 


51 


25.1 




2 n 



i u 
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BURLINGTON COUNTY COLLEGE 



PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IK REAPING, WRITING. HATH COMPUTATION ANO EL£f€NTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUWER 1984 THROUGH Sf .ING 1986 



No no of Course^ 


lO/OI HO. 

Enrol 

In Course 


Nome of Test 
Admin 1 stored 


Section 
of Tost 
Adalnl stored 


Minimum Score 
Needed to Deter- 
nine Proficiency^ 




PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent Students 
Attaining Mir.. 
Level on Post-lost 4 


Mean 


Standard 
Oevlatlon 


Hoeri 


Standard 
Oevlatlon 
























English Ski 1 (s 
(Writing) 


327 


NJCBSPT 
Form-3uLP 


SS 


ifii 




Da 


:a Not Ava 


lable 


Data l\ 


ot Available 


Communication 
Skills(Readin<i 


211 


NJCBSPT 
Form-3GLP 


RC 


160 




Da 


a Not Ava 


Table 


Data N 


it Available 
























Basic Mp*h 


294 


Inhouse 




30 


172 


157. ' 




* 

37.? 


5 


100. 


Elementary 
Algebra 


194 






179 


92 


L59.C 


6.58 


176.0 


4.15 


34.8 

























^Translated into a NJCBSPT score of approximately 25 base on linking inhouse exit scores to NJCBSPT. 
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NEU JERSEY BASIC SX ILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTION/!- PROFILE COLLEGE Caaden 
DEPARTMEHT Of HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC anTTTEE A Reading 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 of 4 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PR OFILE COLLEGE Caaden 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATlCM EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SmTT^H Writing 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 of 4 



I 

to 
to 
to 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1081 PA"T-TIME 425 



2. Students tested (and t of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 

I X 
1C21 94.4 



PART-TIHE 
f X 
393 92.4 



3. Students needing remediation 
(X of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
547 53.5 



PART-TIME 
f X 
129* 32.8* 



FULL-TIME 




' PART-TIME 




f Enrolled XPass XFail 


XUithdrew 


fEnrolled XPass XFail 


XWithdrpw 


410 71 8 


4 


| 218 69 10 


7 



b. Pre- rnd post-test results tor re«£diai courses in sk n area: 
7. Four- s esc ster follow up of full-tine students (based on spring '86 data): 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Reoedlat. Reoedlat." fteoedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL # 


454 


283 


232 








I RETURNED SPR.*86 (X) 


227( 50.0) 


148( 52.2) 


53( 22.8)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


12.0 


11.2 


8.4 


47.? 


26.0 


32.2 


MEW CREDITS EARNED 


11.7 


10.6 


7.6 


46.2 


34.6 


31.0 


MEAN GTA 


2.62 


2.33 


1.85 


2.66 


2.34 


2.20 


X GPA r> 2.0 


85 


77 


57 1 


90 


78 


72 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


42.7 


40.2 


12.9 


44.9 


40.6 


16.4 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Reoed^t. Reaedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Cob? ted 



a. Performance of tuii-tlee students tn first col lege-level course .n sun area l through WTng 
'86K: Reaedlat. Reoedlat. 

Corapl eted 



f ENROLLED 
X PASS 



Not Needed 



392 
69.6 



200 
62.5 



H0YE5T 



•Includes only an unspecified fraction of PT students. 

^Only final atteopts recorded for students who repeated the courses (explicit). 
*<ily first atteopts and "D" or above r'<orded here (explicit). 



1. Students required to be tested: 


FULL-TIME 1081 


PART-TIME _4?5_ 


2. Students tested (and X of 


FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 


those counted in #1 above): 


4 X 


9 X 




1021 94.4 


39* 92.4 


3. students needing remediation ' 


FULL-TiHt 


pAki-TihE 


U of those tested): 


/ X 


1 X 



538 52.6 



157* 39.9* 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate reoedial courses in any seoester froo Sumner '84 to bpri.ig 
'86 (X cf those Identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

IX 4 X 

410 74.9 'd8 168.9 

5T "bourse enrol iac.it (any seoester troa stroacr "84 >o spring "ttb. and uutcooes for . ,nai ievei of 57 
reaedlatlon': 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate renediai courses in any sewester fron suoaer '84 to SpriiT" 
'86 (X of those identified In #3 above): 



FULL-TIME 

f X 
426 79.1 



PART- TIME 
f X 
232 147.7 



Course enrollment Tany seoester froci Tuaoer '84 to Spring and outcomes for final ievei of 

reoediatlon'- 

FULL-TIME 
XPdSS XFail 



JEn rolled 



XWi thdrew 



72 



'26 7D 9 4 

5 Pre- and post-test results for reoediai courses in skill area: see attached. 
77 t uur-seoester follow up of full-ttoe students (based on Spring '86 data): 



f Enrol led 
232 



PART-TIKE 
XPass XFail 



XWlthdrew 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA 

Reoedlat. Reoedlat ReiAed<at. 1 Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Coopleted ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL f 


416 


296 


254 








1 RETURNED SPR.'86 (X) 


209( 50.2) 


168( 56.7) 


50( 19.6)' 








MEAN CREDI1S ATTEMPTED 


12.4 


10.7 


8.6 


48.2 


36.5 


30.0 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


12.0 


10.2 


7.8 


47.2 


35.2 


28.3 


MEAN GPA 


2.60 


2.38 


1.84 


2.65 


2.63 


2.24 


X GPA ^ ?.0 


85 


78 


58 1 


89 


81 


70 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


42.5 


44.3 


11.4 


44.5 


45.9 


;3.8 



ff. Terlormance of fulT-EToe students Tn Tiru col ler.-ieveT course Tn skill ar<?a (through spring 
'86)2: Reaedlat. Reoedlat. 

Not Needed Coopleted 



f ENROLLED 
X PASS 



375 
69.9 



230 
63.5 



RDTEsT 



•Includes only an unspecified fraction of PT students. 

JOnly f<nal atteopts recorded for students who repeated the courses (explicit). 
'Only first atteopts and "D" or above recorded here (explicit). 
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HEH JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 



EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Caaden 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Coaputatlor 
AREA HUK3ER 3 of 4 



I 

ho 
ho 
CO 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1081 PART-TIME 425 

2. Students tested (and I of FUIL-TIHE PART-TIME 
those counted in #1 above): IS IS 

1021 94.4 393 92.4 

J. Students needing remediation FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

(I of those tested): IS IS 

468 45.8 151* 38.4* 

4. Students enrol ted in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Su>roer 84 to Spring 
•86 (t of those ident./ied In 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PAPT-TIME 





1 S 


1 


s 




196 41.8 


170 


112.5 


b. Course enro, 


Jmen., (any_ semester from Summer 


'84 to Spring '86) 


dnd outcomes for M.ial level of 


reaedlatfon 






FULL-TIME 




MRT-TIME 


f Enrol led 


SPass SFail SWithdrew 


' f Enrol led 


SPass XFall ^Withdrew 


196 


29 23 11 


; wo 


33 28 9 



I t>. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skiii area: see attached 

/. Four-semester follow up or run -time students (based on Spring 'tib data): 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA 

P.emedlat. Reoediat". Remedlat. 



TOTAL 1 


479 


256 


240 


1 RETURNED SPfi. '86 (V* 


246( 51.3) 


140( 54.6) 


45( 


MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTCD 


^2.1 


10.4 


8.8 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


U.7 


9.9 


7.9 


MEA'I GPA 


2.60 


2.26 


1.88 


S GPA ^ 2.0 


85 


74 


58 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


43.6 


40.6 


10.8 



Renedlat. 


Reoediat. 


Reoediat. 


Not Needed 


Completed 


Not Completed 


47.5 


34.0 


30.5 


46.4 


32.8 


28.9 


2.62 


2.40 


2.13 


88 


81 


64 


45.3 


44.5 


12.0 



Not Needed Couple tea 

I ENROLLED 333 89 

S PASS 62. £ 66.3 

NuItS: 



'Includes only an unspecified fraction of PT students. 

JOnly final attempts recorded for students who repeated the courses (explicit). 
'Only first attempts and "D" or above recorded here (explicit). 
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WEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUT IONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Caaden 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EObCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKItTERTA Algebra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 4 of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL -TIKE 1081 PART-TIME 425 

2. Students tested (and S of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted In II above): IS IS 

1021 94.4 393 92.4 

2 Students needing remedntio,: t FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
(t of those tested): IS IS 

789* 77.2* 157** 39.$** 

47 Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Sumner '84 to Spring 
'86 (S of those identified in 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
IS IS 
505 64.0 303 192.9 

5. Course enrollment (any semester from Sunraer '84 to Spring '36) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation 1 : ~" 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

lEnrolled SPass XFall SWithdrew J lEnrolled SPass SFal SWithdrew 

505 66 15 7 1 303 66 16 8 

■ 

6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: See alt&rned. 

/. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '86 data): 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) f CUMULATIVE DATA 

Remedlat. Remedlat. Reoediat. 1 Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ' Hot Heeded Completed Hot Completed 



TOTAL 1 


181 


328 


461 








1 RETURHED SPR.'86 <S) 


103( 56.9) 


220( 67.0) 


110(23.8)' 








HEAil CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


12.7 


11.5 


9.0 


52.3 


39.9 


33.5 


MEAN CREDITS EARHED 


12.4 


11.1 


8.2 


51.3 


38.8 


32.1 


MEAN GPA 


2.71 


2.51 


1.9', 


2.78 


2.50 


2.21 


S GPA i> 2.0 


89 


82 


6! 


93 


84 


73 


* SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


50.8 


55.2 


14.5 


53.0 


56.4 


17.3 



£. Performance 6t full-time sludents in first college-level course fn skill area (through Sprfrg 
86K: Remedlat. Remedlat. 

Hot Heeded Complet ed 



I EHROLLEO 154 230 

S PASS 63.0 66.1 



ROTES r 



*Students who test in at computation level are required «.o take algebra. 
♦Mnciudes only an unspecified fraction of PT students. 
'Only final attempts recorded for students who repeated the courses (explicit). 
-On'y first attempts and "D" or above recorded here (explicit). 



[V092887] 



28, 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE CAMDEN 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specif iec ): 

Reading: RC 166 
Writing: C 166 



Computation: MC 165 
Elementary Algebra: EA 175 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e.. within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 90 91 

Writing: 95 89 

Computation: 91 89 

Elementary Algebra: 90 90 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 






% 


n % 


Reading: 


105 


20.3 


129 37.1 


Writing: 


24 


22.5 


157 40.3 


Compilation: 


300 


60.4 


151 47.0 


Elementary Algebra: 


284 


35.9 


157 34.1 



ERIC 
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CAMDEN COUNTY COLLEGE 



JtfE-TESf AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION ANO ELEfCNTARY ALGE&RA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUKWER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Uamo of Course* 


Total No. 
Enrol led 


Name of Test 
Admin 1 stored 


1 

Section 
of Tost 
Administered 


Hlnlnum Score 
Needed to Deter- 
mine Proficiency^ 


N 3 


I 

PRE-7EST k POST-TEST 


Percent Students 
Attaining Mln. 
Level or. Post-test* 


Moon 


Standard 
Deviation 


Moon 


Standard 
Deviation 


In Course 
























Readinq II 


— 1 

927 


N.1CPSPT 


Readinq 


28 


609 


17.1 


6.9 


26.1 


7.0 


66 


Writinn II 


1Q?n 


M.1CRSPT 


Writing 


29 


1015 


21.2 


4.4 


25.7 


3.2 


53 


Computation 


2450 


N.1CBSPT 


Computation 


19 


1221 


10. 9 


4.0 


23.7 


3.3 


50 


Elementary n lg 


3104 


N.1CBSPT 


Elem. Alaebi 


a 20 


1569 


9.0 


4.4 


22.0 


2.6 


51 
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NEV JEh*EY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTHENT 0? HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 I NSTITUTIONA L PROFILE 

CFFKTIVEHESrREPCRl 

(FjII 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Cuaborland 
BASIC SKILL ARE A Reading 
AREA NUK8ER 1 of 4 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
0EPART1ENT OF HIGHER EOUCATIOH 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 

EFfKnvRBTREPTSRl — 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Cumberland 
BASIC SKILL ARE AWfltlng 
AREA MJK3ER 2 oTA 



I 

I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 255 PART-TIME 135 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted In l\ above): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
255 100.0 



PART-TIME 
I I 
135 100.0 



3. Students needing reacdTaTTon 
(X of those tested): 



FULL-TIKE 
I I 
147 57.6 



PARTEM HE 
t X 
64 62.2 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester Ff« Sumraer '84 to Spring 

'86 (1 of those Identified In #3 above): — *" a 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

# x # X 

125 85.0 46 54.7 



t>. Course enrollment (any seaester fr^a Summer '84 to Spring 'BM and outcomes Tor ffnal 1 vol "oP* 

remediation: 

FULL - TIME ' PART-TIME 

/Enrolled XPiss XFall lW ithdrew 1 /Enrolled xPass lFai 1 XWlthdre* 

73 79 0 8 24 75 4 12 

■ 

o. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: 5ee attached^ ~ 

T. four- semester follow up of tun -time students (based on Spring '86 data): 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reotulat. Remedlat. Reaedlat 1 Reaedlat Reaedlat. Reoedlat. 
v ot Needed Completed Not Coaplotcd ' Wot Needed jUN aplctcd Not Coopleted 



TOTAL f 


113 


82 


21 


f RETURKEO SPR.'86 (X) 


58( 51.3) 


50( 60.9) 


10( 


MEW CREOITS ATTEKPTEO 


14 


12 


14 


HEW CREOJTS EARNEO 


12 


9 


12 


KEW GPA 


2.82 


1.69 


2.39 


X CPA ^> 2.0 


86 


48 


70 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


44 


29 


33 



55 


47 


S4 


52 


39 


47 


2.77 


2.02 


2.18 


88 


52 


70 


45 


32 


33 



8. periomance or full-t'ne students in first college >*ei course In skill area (through Spring 
•86): Reoedlat. Reaedlat. 



Not Needed r oap1eted 



I ENROL LEO 
X PASS 



106 
82 



79 
fll 



WOTES- — 

■Table V percent attaining nfnlaua post-test level Includes 'A-D*s, but "0"$ oust repeat 
the course. 



1. Students required t' be tested: FULL-TIME 255 PART-TIME 335 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In II above): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
255 100.0 



PART-TIME 
I X 
135 100.0 



T, Students needing rcroc -Motion 



FULL-TIME 
f t 
1)0 43.1 



— PATrmHr - 
/ x 

66 48.8 



(I of those tested): 

4. Students onroTTed" Tn appropriate remedial courses Tn any seaester from TuroeT "TH" to 3prTnT" 
•86 (X of those Identified In #3 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
105 95.4 



PART-TIME 
I X 
54 81.8 



57 Tours? enrollment (any seaester Tro« Simmer To Spring 'B67 awS duTcomes Tor final levcro*" 
re*ed'*tlon: " — 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

lEnrolled XPass XFall IWlthdrew 1 /Enrolled XPass XFall XWlthdrc* 



75 79 0 4 43 81 0 

i 

f>. 7rc-TnT~postAcst resuTTsTof" '"caedlaT courses in skill a»'ea: See attached J 

7. Tour- seaester follow up of f^(T^t.'«e students (based on spring 'tfb data): 



7 



TERM OA); (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE OATA 

Rjocdlat. Reaeolat. Reaedlat. 1 Reoedlat. Reaedlat. Reaedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed * Hot Heeded Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL I 

# RETURNED SPR.*86 (X 1 

MEAN CREOITS ATTEKPTEO 

MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 

MEAN GPA 

X GPA ^ 2,0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 





63 


21 








'6( 46.6) 


45( 66.1 ) 


5( 23.8) ' 








.1 


13 


13 


53 


48 


48 


12 


9 


9 


51 


38 


39 


2.80 


1.58 


1.89 


2.76 


1.91 


1.97 


86 


44 


60 


87 


49 


40 


41 


29 


9 


41 


32 


9 



ff. ForTbrnjnce orTulT-llae students TnTTrst coTTege-TeveT course Tn si ill area {through Spring 
'86): Reaedlat. Reoedlat. 

not Needed 



# ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



132 
80 



Completed 

67 
73 



ROTTsT" " ~ ~ — 

'Table E; percent attaining alnlaua post-test level Includes "A-D"s, but "0"s must repeat 
the course. 
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NEW JESSE* 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Cuaberland 
QEPAATKEHT OP HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8 ASIC SKILL ARt A Computation 

(Fall 1934 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 oTT~ 



NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Cuaberland 
OEPARTMEKT OF HIGHER EOUCATIOM EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8 ASIC &ILL ARE A Algebra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUKSER 4 oT4 



I 

to 
to 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 255 PART-TIME 135 



2. Students tested (and I Of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIHE 
I X 

255. JOO.O 



PART-TIME 
# X 
135 1OO.0 



3. Students needing renediation 
(I of those tested): 



1-ULL-llMt 

I X 

117 45.8 



I X 

72 53.3 



4. Students enrolled In appropriate remedial courses in any seaester froa Suaaer '84 to Spring 
'86 (t of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIHE 
f X ft 
106 90.5 43 59.7 

5. Course enrol I pent (any seaester froa Sucaaer '84 to Spring '66) and outcomes for final level of 
reaedlation: 

FULL-TIME 1 PART-TIME 

/Enrolled XPass XFail XWithdrew J f Enrol led XPasf XFail XWlthdre* 

68 71 3 4 J 28 75 4 0 

6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses In skill area: Ho post-test data. 

7. Four- seaester follow up of full -tine students (based on Spring '86 data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING *86) 
Reoedlat. Reaedlat." Reaedlat. 
Not Needed Coepleted Not Cocpleted 



TOTAL f 


143 


48 


31 








# RETURNEO SPR/86 (X) 


73( 51.0) 


23( 47.9) 


21( 67.7)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEXPTEO 


14 


12 


12 


55 


42 


51 


HEW CREOITS EARNEO 


12 


8 


10 1 


51 


35 


41 


MEAN GPA 


2.51 


1.70 


2.20 


2.61 


2.02 


2.06 


X GPA 2.0 


77 


52 


67 


84 


52 


57 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


39 


25 


45 


43 


25 


39 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reaedlat. Reaedla* Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Cocplp ** 1 Not Coepleted 



8. Performance of full-tine students tn first college-level course fn sCTTI area (through spring 
'86): Reoedlat. Reaedlat. 

Hot Needed Completed 



f ENROLLED 
X PASS 



97 
72 



24 
42 



noTesT 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIHE 255 PART-TIHE 135 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In fl above): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 

255 100.0 



?ART-TIHE 

f X 
135 100.0 



3. Students needing remediation 
U of those tested): 



FULL -7 I He 
f X 
178* 69.8* 



PAkT-TImE 
f X 

125* 92.5* 



4. Students enrol led in appropriate resedlal courses ,n any seaester froa suaner '84 to spring 
•86 (X of those Identified in #3 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
160* 89.8* 



PART-TIME 
f X 

73* 58.4* 



5. Course enrolment {any seaester froa Summer 84 to Spring 8b) and outcoces for final level of 
reoedfatfon: 



f Enrol led 



FULL-TIME 
XPass XFail 



XWithdrcw 



# Enrol led 



58 



PART-TIHE 
XPass XFail 

70 0 



XWithdrew 



127 61 4 14 

o. Pre- .*nd post-test results for reaediai courses in skill area: See attached J 
/. Four-seoester follow up or fuli-tine students (Cased on Spring s 86 data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Reoedlat. Reaedlat. Reaedlat. 
Not Needed Coapleted Not Cocpleted 



TOTAL f 


165 


54 


53 1 








f RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 


95( 57.5) 


19( 35.1) 


4( 7.5) ' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEKPTEO 


13 


13 


16 


51 


53 


59 


HEAN CREDITS EARNEO 


11 


11 


14 • 


45 


48 


56 


MEAN GPA 


2.27 


2.31 


2.76 


2.36 


2.44 


3.01 


X GPA ^ 2.0 


69 


68 


100 


72 


68 


100 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


40 


24 


7 


41 


24 


7 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reoedlat. Resedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Cocpleted Not Cocpleted 



57 Perforaance of TuTT-tTrae students Tn TTrst college-level course in skill area (throucft Spring 
•86): Reaedlat. Reaedlat. 

Not Needed Cocpleted 



f ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



103 

66 



17 

53 



NOTES: 

♦Includes students carled over froa computation, since students Identified as needing 

remediation In computation arc required to take algebr*. 

1 Table E: percent attaining nlnlaua post-test level includes "A-0"s, but "0"s »ust repeat 
the course. 



ERIC 



28 



[V081287] 



EV081287] 

280 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE CUMBERLAND 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NfCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 165 



Writing: SS 165 



Computation: MC 165 



Elementary Algebra. EA 168 with MC > 165 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 f/.e., within two semesters): 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 


Reading: 


86 


66 


Writing: 


94 


88 


Computat ion: 


90 


45 


Elementary Algebra: 


82 


45 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enroJJed in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 




n 


% 


H % 


Reading: 


6 


4.0 


7 8.3 


Wri ting: 


0 


0.0 


1 1.5 


Computation: 


2 


1.7 


2 2.7 


Elementary Algebra: 


2 


3.2 


2 3.7 
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CUMBERLAND COUNTY COLLEGE 



PRE-TEST /5ND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AW) ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL J 984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUWER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Nome of Course' 


Total No. 

C nr /« 1 1 m A 

cnrui ioo 
In Course 


Noma of Test 


Section 
of Test 
Administered 


Hlnloum Score 
Needed to Deter- 
alne Proficiency 2 




PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent S»u<j«n>* 
Attaining Mln. 
Level on Po$t-te*» 4 


Mean 


Standard 
Oevlatlon 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 
























KlMCllll.U 100 


97 


NJCBSPT 


Reading 


164 


101 


151 


10.18 


164 


1 1 .72 


59.4'/, 


l.m-li-ili 100 


118 


ti 


Sent .Sense 


164 


112 


154 


16.34 


164 


7.85 


58. o;. 


M.ilh 100 


129 


tt 


Algebra 


167 


105 


150 


26.65 


168 


7.53 


51 .47. 














































i 























Includes students receiving grades of D in courses who are required to repeat the course. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER E DUCAT I OH 



19S4-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Essex 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Reading 

AREA NUMBER 1 ofl 



I 

ho 
u> 

O 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 805 PART-TIME 380 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In II above): 



FULL-TIME 
f 1 

783 97.2 



PART-TIME 
I X 

254 66.8 



J. Students needing remediation 
(I of those tested): 



PULL-TIMt 
f X 
646 82.5 



~~PWTlMr- 
f * 
200 78.7 



4. students enrolled in appropriate reaedlai courses in any semester troa Susner '84 to Spring 
'86 (* of those Identified In 13 above): — 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
f X # X 

474 73.3 82 41.0 



i>. Course enrollment {any semester from Sunser '84 to Spring Hbf and outcomes tor fina l level of 

remediation: 

FULL-TIME 



/Enrol led 
180 



XPass 
72.2 



XFafl 
14.4 



XWfthdrew 
12.2 



f Enrol led 
26 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFail 



76.9 



7.6 



Xwlthdrew 
11.5 



&■ Pre- i2T post-test results for remedial courses in skill area. See attache -1 . 1 
7. Four- semester roiiow up of tuil-ti»e student? "(based on Sprli 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL # 137 130 516 

# RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 11( 8.0) 48( 36.9) 158(30.6) 

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 10.5 10.0 10.2 

MEAN CREDITS EARNED 8.36 8.3 8 8 

MEAN 6PA 2.46 1.92 2.1 

X GPA > 2.0 63.6 60.4 7!. 5 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 5 22 21 



ng at> data): " 

CUMULATIVE OATA 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



8. Performance i 
•86): 



46.5 


30.6 


32.6 


44.2 


27.9 


30.8 


2.8 


2.2 


2.3 


90.9 


64.6 


75.9 


7 


23 


23 



I ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



Remedlat. 
Not Needed 

42 

66.6 



Remedlat. 
Completed 

36 

83.3 



HO ftS: 



Ipost-test data are froo Fall 1984 semester only. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATIOM 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
trrECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEG E Essex 

BASIC SXTLTTffE A Uriting 

AREA NUMBER 2 of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 805 PART-TIME 380 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In II above): 



FULL-TIME 1 
f X 

783 97.2 



PART-TIME 1 
f X 

254 66.8 



3. Students needing remediation 
(X of those tested): 



TIRE*- 
X 

60.1 



PART-TIME 1 " 
f X 
146 57.4 



"FULT 

f 
471 



4. students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester troa Summer '84 to Spring 

■86 (X of those identified In #3 above): * 

FULL-TIKE PART-TIME 

IX f * 

437 92.7 99 67.8 

5. Course enrolment (any semester frotn Sunrcer '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




f Enrol led XPass XFail 


XMlthdrew 1 lEnrolled 


XPass XFail 


Withdrew 


348 69.2 21.2 

ft Dram An/1 r\r\ c t—fn c t- p.irnltr 


8.3 ; 79 

.maHOI I-THn 


73.4 15.1 

— 9 — 


10.1 



/. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '86 data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING *86) 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL f 

I RETURNEO SPR.*86 (X) 

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 

MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 

MEAN GPA 

X GPA ^ 2.0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



264 

41{ 15.5) 

10.5 

8.63 

2.2 

70.7 

10 



241 

108( 44.8) 

10.4 

8.7 

1.96 

62.0 

27 



230 

57( 24.7) 

9.2 

8.29 

2.2 

77.2 

19 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



37.5 


29.3 


34.5 


35.0 


27.0 


33.3 


2.4 


2.2 


2.4 


73.2 


70.4 


82.5 


11 


31 


20 



•86): 



f EN ROLL EC 
X PASS 



Remedlat. 
Not Needed 



128 
70.3 



Remedlat. 
Completed 

71 

49.2 



NOTES: 



^However, data missing for 48 FT 4 7 PT students. 
z Post-test data are from Fall 1984 semester only. 
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HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT Of HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 IHSTITUTIOHAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Essex 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Computation 
AREA NUMBER 3 or 4 



NEW JERS 1 * BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTHENf OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Essex 
BASIC SKILL ARE A Algebra 
AREA NUMBER 4 oTTT 



I 

to 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 80S PART-TIME 380 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I % 

783 97.2 



PART-TIME 
I I 

254 66.8 



J. Students needing remediation 
(t of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
# % 
657 83.9 



PART-TIME 
I X 
205 80.7 



4. students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any 
•86 (X of those identified in 93 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I * 

606 92.2 



semester from Summer '84 to Spring 

PART-TIME 
I X 

139 67.8 



5. Course enrollment tany semester trow summer '84 to Spring "851 and outcomes ior final level nf 

remediation: 

FULL-TIME 



< Enrol led 
464 



XPass 
47.8 



XFaH 
35.5 



IWithdre* 
14.0 



#En rolled 
94 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFail 



56.3 



26.5 



XWithdre* 
19.1 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in ski 1 1 area. See attached/*" 

7. Four- semester follow up ot full-time students (based on Spring '86 data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Remediat: Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ' Jot Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL I 

# RUURNEO SPR/86 (X) 

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 

MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 

MEAN GPA 

% GPA > 2.0 

t SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



126 


222 


435 








33( 26.1) 


82( 36.9) 


102( 23.4) 
9.5 








12.0 


10.3 


45.6 


30.9 


30.3 


11.2 


8.7 


7.9 


45.4 


28.6 


27.9 


2.49 


2.2 


1.95 


2.7 


2.4 


2.2 


72.7 


74.0 


62.7 


90.? 


78.0 


65.7 


19 


27 


14 


23 


28 


15 



8. Performance of full-time students In first college-level course in skill area (through Spring 
86): Remediat. Renediat. 



# ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



Mot Heeded 



20 

80.0 



Completed 
41 

63.4 



NOTES: 



^Post-test data are from Fall 1984 semester only. 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 805 PART-TIME 380 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I 1 

783 97.2 



PART-TIMS 
I X 

254 66.8 



J. Students needing remediation - 
U of those tested): 



fULL-tIhE 
I I 
676* 86.3* 



PART-TIME 
I X 
223* 87.7* 



*7 Students enrolled in appropriate temediaT courses in any semester froa Surwer '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified in |3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
# X | X 

234 34.6* 54 24.2* 



5. Course enrollment (any semester from bummer "84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 

remediation: 

FULL-TIME 



fEnrolled 



XPass 
56.4 



IFail 
30.3 



Xlfthdre* 



/Enrolled 
54 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFail 



62.9 



234 56.4 30.3 10.6 

b. Pre- and post- test results for remedial courses in skill area: See attached. 
7. Four-semester follow up ot full-time students leased on Spring "86 data J: 



20.3 



t Withdrew 
12.9 



TERH OATA (SPRING 'J»6) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Remediat. Rmediat. 1 Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Kot Completed ' Hot Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL 1 


107 


132 


544 1 








i RETURNEO SPR.'86 (X) 


21( 19.6) 


78( 59.0) 


105( 19.3) 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


11.8 


11.1 


8.97 * 


46.7 


33.0 


28.5 


MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 


10.8 


9.44 


7.48 * 


46.3 


30.6 


26.2 


MEAH GPA 


2.6 


2.06 


3.07 • 


2.79 


2.3 


2.2 


X GPA > 2.0 


76.? 


64.1 


70.5 


90.5 


73.1 


69.5 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


14 


37 


13 


17 


43 


13 



8". PttTormance of FuTT-tTme students in TTrst college-level course in skill area (through Spring 
'66): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Heeded 



I ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



11 

90.9 



Completed 
43 

41.8 



'Students identified as needing remediation in computation are required to complete 
remediation in algebra (numbers are included here). 
'Post-test data are from Fall 1984 semester only. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



COLLEGE ESSEX 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PRO »fL£ 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a - Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading: RC 168 



Wn ting: Essay 9 



Computation: MC 169 



Elementary Algebra: EA 168 with MC > 168 



4a . Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 



FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Reading: 72 40 
Writing: 93 57 
Computation: 91 54 
Elementary Algebra: 68 56 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 






% 


# % 


Reading: 


40 


6. 


11 10.5 


Writing: 


0 


0.0 


10 6.8 


Computation: 


9 


1.3 


8 3.9 


Elementary Algebra: 


0 


0.0 


3 1.3 
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ESSEX COUNTY COLLEGE 



PRE -TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY* 
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION ANO ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUWER THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Nome of Course' 
English 096 


Total No. 
Enrol led 
In Course 

f 

— U£ 


Nemo of Tost 
Administered 

Dose. Tost 


Section 
of Test 
Administered 
Sontbnce 


'Minimum Score 
Needed to Deter- 
mine Proficiency^ 

20 


176 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent Students 
Attaining Mln. 
Level on Post-test^ 

80,7 


Ma an 
18.7 


Standard 
Devi of Ion 

5.54 


Moan 
23.72 


Standard 
Devi at Ion 

4*842 


09 7 






Structure 
















Moth 092.3 


27 I 


Departmental 
Elementary 
lg. Test . 


Elementary 
^Algebra 

30 Items 


70* (21) 


23 


14.3 


9.93 


24.9 


3.88 


83.3 


Mth 082-3 


67 


Departmental 


Computation 
30 items 


70$ (21) 


33 


13.1 


3.12 


23.8 


3.47 


85.7 


Rdg 099 


8'3 


TA8E 

Pnra ft 


Total _ 


574. 


-30 


W — 


-334rg 




IftA ^ 




































































i 



DATA ARE FROM FALL 1984 Sonostor 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFT* E COLLEGE Glouce ster 
OEPARTHENT Cr HIGHER EOUCATIOM EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL AREA Reading 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 oTA 

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 542 PART-TIME 260 

2. Students tested (and I of FULL-TIKE PART-TIME 
those counted in II above): IX IX 

541 99.8 246 94.6 

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TIHE PART-TIME 
(X of those tested): It IX 

139 25.6 35 14.2 



ter from 5usiser '84 to Spring 



4. Studen s enrolled In appropriate remedial courses in any semes 
'86 (X of those Identified In 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
IX IX 
138 99.2 9 25.7 

5. Course enrollment (any semester from Suamer '84 to Spring m Hb) and outcomes lor tina l level or 
remediation: 

FULL-TIME 



lEnrolled XPass XFall XWlthdrew 



PART-TIME 

lEnrolled 7 Pass XFall Withdrew 



115 64.4 


33.0 1.7 


! 9 


88.9 11.1 


0 


b. Pre- and post-test results tor remedial courses tn skkm area: see attacnea.' 


7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring T 86 data); 






TERK OATA (SPRING 


•86) 


1 CUMULATIVE OATA 




Remrdlat. Reoediat. 


Reaedlat. 


1 Rercdlat. Reoediat. 


Reoediat. 


Not Needed Completed Not Completed 


'Not Needed Completed 


Not Completed 


TOTAL 1 


402 82 


57 






1 RETURNEO SPR.'86 (I) 


195( 48.5) 55( 67.0) 


5( 8.7) 






MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


13.6 13.3 


12.4 


' 56.1 37.6 


23.0 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 


11.4 10.3 


8.4 


' 48.8 30.8 


16.6 


MEAN GPA 


2.28 2.01 


1.43 


' 2.40 2.06 


1.53 


X GJ>A > 2.0 


70.3 65.4 


40.0 


' 74.4 56.4 


40.0 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


34.1 44.0 


3.5 


' 36.1 37.8 


3.5 



Not Needed Completed 

I ENR0LLE0 338 71 

X PASS 79.3 88.7 



NOTTS: — — 

institutional policy penalts faculty to add 4 points to each p- test score to allow for 
standard error of measurement. Thus, institution argues that actual percent Uudents attaining 
ninlmum level Is slightly higher than that shown. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INS TITUT IONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Gloucester 
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION eFfECTTvMEsS rEMrT BASIC S^RL ARE A Writing 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 542 PART-TIME 260 

2. Students tested (and 1 of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in |1 above): IX | t 

541 99.8 246 94.6 

3. Students needing remediation • FULL -Tint PakI-TIME 
(l of those tested): IX I * 

300 55.4 72 29.2 

4. Students enrolled TfTappropr late remedial courses in any semester from Suoraer '84 to Spring 
'86 (* of those Identified In 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

II IX 

295 98.3 33 45.8 

5. Course enrollment Tany~sergster from Summer '84 tc Ting '86) and outcomes for final level ~5T" 
reaedlatlon: 



FULL-TIHE 

lEnrolled I Pass XFail t Withdrew 



PART-TIME 

lEnrolled XPass XFall IWithdrew 
33 84.9 9.1 6.1 



273 72.2 25.3 1.8 

ST i re- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: see attached. 1 
7T four-seoester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '8o data): 



TER4 OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remedlat. Reoediat. Reoediat. ' Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL # 


241 


202 


93 








1 RETURNE0 SPR/86 (X) 


126( 52.2) 


119( 58.9) 


10( 10.2)' 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


13.5 


13.7 


11.4 


56.4 


48.0 


29.9 


HEAM CREOITS EARNED 


11.3 


11.1 


8.2 


49.9 


40.2 


21.0 


MEAN GPA 


2.35 


2.11 


1.64 


2.52 


2.13 


1.78 


I GPA > 2.0 


72.2 


66.4 


50.0 


77.0 


64.7 


40.0 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


37.8 


39.1 


5.1 


40.2 


38.1 


4.1 



8. Performance of full-tTrw* students in first co11ege-leveT~course Tn sVTTT area (through Spring 
'86): Remedlat. Remedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 

I ENROL LEO 221 185 

I PASS 81.0 81.1 



NOTES! — " 

1 1nstitutional policy permits faculty to add 4 points to each p-test score to allow for 
standard error of measurement. Thus, Institution argues that actual percent students attaining 
olnloum level Is slightly higher than that shown. 
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HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUWCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 

LHECMVUESS REPORT 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Gloucester 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Computation 

AREA NUK3ER 3 oTT" 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFEuIiYEkESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Gloucester 
BASIC SKILL ARE A Algebra* 
AREA NUMBER 4 of A 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIHE 542 PART-TIME 260 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# t 
541 99.8 



PART-TIME 
# X 
246 94.6 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIHE PART-TIKE 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIKE 
f X 



PART-TIME 
I X 



I 

to 
U> 
Ui 
I 



3. Students needing remediation 
(X of those tested): 



FULL-TIHE 
I X 

293 54.1 



PART-TIKE 
# X 
110 44.7 



4. Students enrol led in appropriate remedial courses in any seaester froa Suscser 84 to Sorinq 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): — 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
269 91.8 



PART-TIME 
# t 

50 45.4 



5. Course enron pent {any seaester from Suaser 84 to Spring 'Bo) and outcomes for final level of~ 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 
lEnrolled XPass XFail 


XWltho'rew 


lEnrolled 


PART-TIKE 
XPass XFail 


XHithdrew 


269 68.4 26.4 


3.0 J 


50 


78.0 14.0 
— . . 1_ 


8.0 



7. Four-seaester follow up of tull-tioe students (based on Spring '86 data) 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Coopleted Not Completed 



TOTAL # 


248 


190 


103 








I RETURN EO SPR. '86 (X) 


124( 50.0) 


120( 63.1) 


IK 10.6) 1 








KEAH CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 


13.6 


13.6 


11.4 


58.0 


45.9 


37.2 


ME AM CREDITS EARNEO 


11.7 


10.8 


7.27 


52.0 


37.9 


26.3 


MEAN GPA 


2.33 


u.13 


1.77 


2.54 


2.11 


1.78 


X GPA > 2.0 


71.0 


67.5 


54.5 


82.3 


59.2 


45.4 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


35.5 


42.6 


5.8 


41.1 


37.4 


4.8 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reoediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Coopleted Not Cocpleted 



8. performance or full-tiae students in first college-leve* course in skill area (through Spring 
86): Reoediat. Rece^Ut. 

Not Needed 



I EKROLLEO 
X PASS 



197 
74.6 



Coopleted 

131 
63.4 



1 Institutional policy permits faculty to add 4 points to each p-test score to allow for 
standard error of measurement. Thus, institution argues that actual percent students attaining 
■intra level (s slightly higher than that shown. 



JTstudents needing remediation • FULL-TIME 
(X of those tested): # X 



PART-TIME 
I X 



4. Students en ro Ilea" in appropriate remedial courses in any seaester froa susrcer '84 to Spring 
# 86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TlKt PART-TIME 
# X IX 



£. Course enrolment (any setae ster from Suswer '84 to Spring bb) and outcomes for final level^oT" 
remediation: 

FULL-TIHE ' PART-TIME 

/Enrolled XPass XFail XWithdrew 1 lEnrolled XPass XFail XWIthdrew 



6. Pre- and post-test results for reoediai courses in sfciil area: No data. 

7. Four-seaester follow up of full-time students (based on spring 'do data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 1 Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not Keeded Coopleted Not Completed ' Not Needed Coopleted Not Complete 



TOTAL # 

I RETURNE0 SPR. '86 (X) 

MEAN CRE0ITS ATTEMPTE0 

MEAJi CRE0ITS EARNED 

ME AH GPA 

X GPA > 2.0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



ff. T^Toroance oF FuTT-tioe st« .ents TrfTTrsT college-level course in skill area (through Spring 
'86): Reoediat. Reoediat. 

Not Needed Cocpleted 

I ENR0LLE0 
X PASS 

USKZ: 

•Courses are offered tn elementary and intermediate algebra, however, institution unable to 
provide a1gebra~d*ata. Algebra placement at option of student or upon recoorxndation of IOO-1 eve I 
oath instructors. Use of HJCBSPT for placement is under review. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEC E GLOUCESTER 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 161 



Writing: EC (composite) 165 



Computation: MC 165, ACT/SAT scores 



Elementary Algebra: Diagnostic test & curriculum requiring algebra 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 99 17 

Writing: 97 38 

Computation: 91 31 

Elementary Algebra:* 



4b Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 




# 


% 


n % 


Reading: 


0 


0.0 


4 11.5 


Wri ting: 


1 


0.3 


9 12.5 


Computation: 


5 


1.7 


13 16.3 



Elementary Algebra:* 
'See footnote on profile. 



ERIC 



») j s. 
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GLOUCESTER COUNTY COLLEGE 



Pf€-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REICDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MATH OOrPUTATiON AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SU»ER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Noao of Course 


Total No. 
Enrol led 


i 

j Homo of Tost 
Aujln I stored 


Section 
of Test 
Administered 


Minimum Score 
Needed to Deter- 
mine Proficiency 


JH 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


rercont Students 
Attolnlng Hln. 
Level on Post-test 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 


In Course 
























Preparatior 
for College 

RMriinn TT 


115 


NJCBSPT 


Reading 
Compre- 
hension 


161 


73 


145 
• 19 


8.57 


160 


7.51 


50.7 


Basic 
Comp II 


273 


^NJCBSPT 


Total 

Comnn.qi r 


165 


197 


156 
• 13 


6.16 


167 
.24 


5.67 


67.0 


Intro. 
Colleae Mat* 


269 


KJCBSPT 


Math 

Computah. 


165 


189 


156 
*^9 


5.10 


171 
.06 


4.50 


93.6 
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HEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONA L PROFILE COLLEGE Hudson 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTlYENESS'PEPOftl 8 ASIC SRTlTWA Readln. 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 of 4 



I 

00 

I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 559 PART-TIME 290 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
559 100.0 



PART-TIME 
I X 

290 100.0 



J. Students needing remediation 
(t of those testa!): 



FULL-NHE 
/ X 
310 55.1 



PART-TIHt 
§ X 
ICO 55.1 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate reoedlal courses In any semester fron Sunoer 'B4 to Soring 

•86 (X of those Identified in #3 above): * 

FULL-TIKE PART-TIME 

/ X # X 

310 100.0 149 93.1 

b. Course enrolment (any seoester frog Sumner 'B4 to spring '66) and outcomes for final Tevei"bT~ 

recedlation: 



FULL-TIME 1 




PART-TIME 




^Enrolled XPass XFail Withdrew 


/Enrolled 


XPass IFail 


Withdrew 


143 54 33 12 | 


83 


67 28 


5 



7. Four-semester follow up of full -tine students (based on Spring *iJ6 data) 



TERH DATA (SPRING '86) 
Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Mot Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL I 188 51 224 

f RETURNED SPR. *86 (X) 7G( 40.4) 35(68.6) 42(18.7) 

MEAN CREDITS ATTEHPTEO 13.4 12.0 9.72 

MEAN CREDITS EAtNED 11.1 8.31 6.51 

MEAN CPA 2.38 1.81 1.53 

X GPA > 2.0 70 51 38 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 28 35 7 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Reaediat. Reaediat. Renediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



55.7 


29.5 


22.6 


49.4 


21.7 


16.3 


2.52 


1.92 


1.58 


79 


51 


38 


32 


35 


7 



*86): 



HOTCST* 



I ENROLLED 
I PASS 



Reaediat. 
Not Needed 

161 

74 



Renediat. 
Completed 

42 
78 



P 307 
o 

ERIC 
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NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-^ INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Hudson 

8ASIC SKILL AdE A Writing 

AREA NUMBER 2 oF"4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 559 PART-TIME 290 

2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in 01 above): 



FULL-TIME 
i X 
559 100.0 



PART-TIME 
f X 

290 100.0 



1. Students needing remediation 
it of those tested): 



FUIL-IIME 
i X 
309 55.2 



PART-TIME 
I X 
157 54.1 



37"5tudents enrolled in appropriate remedial courses fn any semester from Summer '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified in *3 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

305 98.7 



PART-TIME 
I X 

139 88.5 



S. Course enrol loent (any seoester froa Sumoer '84 to Spring '86) and outcooes for final level of 

remediation: 

FULL-TIME 



f Enrol led 
131 



XPass 
51 



IFail 
39 



Withdrew 
10 



fE nrolled 
64 



PART-TIME 
IPass IFail 



67 



28 



Withdrew 
5 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: see attache a- 



7. Four-seaester follow up of full-tiae students (based on Spring '% data) 



TERH DATA (SPRING '86) 
Reaediat. Remedi'\ Reaediat. 
Not Needed Completed Hot Completed 



TOTAL § 


161 


59 


243 








§ RETURNEO SPR.'86 (X) 


62( 38.5) 


34 ( 57.6) 


57( 23.4)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEHPTEO 


13.8 


12.0 


10.3 1 


55.5 


28.4 


32.7 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


11.6 


8.59 


7.01 


48.8 


22.0 


25.8 


MEAN GPA 


2.39 


1.83 


1.74 


2.51 


1.90 


1.86 


X GPA > 2.0 


71 


50 


46 


79 


53 


47 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


27 


29 


11 1 


30 


31 


11 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Reaediat. Renediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



8. Perroroance or fulT-time students in first coliege-ievei course in sum area (through Spring 
86): Reaediat. Renediat. 

Not Needed C cap) e ted 



/ ENROLLED 
X PASS 



138 
72 



50 
70 



ROTES: - 



30 
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HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 

EFFEcnvCWCSs RErtfRT 

(Fall 19B4 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Hudson 



BASIC SKILL ARE A Coaptatio n 
AREA NUHSER 3 of 4 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONA L PROFILE 

LTrECTWWESS report — 

(Fall 19B4 Cohort) 



COLLEG E Hudson 

BASIC SX1LL AfilA Algebra 

AREA NUMBER 4 oTlT 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL -TIME 559 PART-TIME 290 

2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f 1 

559 100.0 



I. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 559 PART-TIME 290 



PART-TIME 
§ 1 

290 100. D 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted In II above): 



3. students needing remediation 
it of those tested): 



RJU -TIME - 
I Z 
383 68.5 



" PAMMIHE 
I I 
181 62.4 



*• " f xr?d:»f;« r ztn courses sMester ,roa iumcr ,1)4 to s ^ — ™ 3 ?f™ 



FULL-TIME 
I 

559) 100.01 

J. students needing reocdiatfon " FULL-TIHE — 
il of those tested): I I 

105 18. 7) 



PART-TIME 
290' 100.01 



PaUUUkE 

* I , 

48 16.51 



e) 

FULL-TIME 
I I 

330 86.1 



PART-TIME 
/ * 
127 70.1 



a. course enrollment uny seoester from Summer '84 to Spring 'BM and autcoat* mr nnM jeve i 0 f ' 
reoediatlon: ■■■ ■'— 



lEnrolled 
132 



FULL-TIME 
IPass lFall 



IWithdrew 



lEnrolled 
27 



PART-TIME 
IPass iFall 



52 



37 



55 36 9 

b. Pre- ano post-test results tor "ewediai courses in skill area: see attach"^ 

mg '8& datan 



Withdrew 
11 



7. Four-seoester follow up or full time students (based on Spr 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
Wot Needed Completed Not Completed 

TOTAL # 75 83 300 

* RETURNEO SPR. '86 (%) 26( 34.6) 48( 57.8) 79( 26.3) 

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 13.1 11.2 12 5 

MEAN CREDITS EARNED 11.7 7.53 9 61 

JEW GPA 2.54 1.82 1 .99 

I GPA > 2.0 73 54 53 

I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 25 31 14 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Weeded Completed Not Completed 



52.3 


32.1 


43.4 


47.1 


25.4 


36.1 


2.61 


2.04 


2.05 


83 


60 


54 


29 


35 


14 



*8C): 



I ENROLLEO 
I PASS 



Reraedlat. 
Not Needed 

4!i 
75 



Reoedlat. 
Completed 

40 
70 



NOTES r 



^irof^o^^e^l^^il iZiu C0UrS " SeffleUCr W '« 4 t0 ***** 

FULL-TIHE PART-TIME 

55 52.32 26 54.12 



3r ^diatl£n! ,inCnt (arm semester from Su*»er '84 to Spring and outcomes tor HnarKvcroT 



lEnrolled 
74 



FULL-TIHE 
IPass i Fan 



64 



27 



XWI thdrew 
9 



lEnrolled 



23 



PART-TIME 
IPass *Fall 



61 



26 



IWl thdrew 
13 



b~. Pre- ano post-test results for remedial courses in ski n area: See attached. 
7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring *iJb data): 



TOTAL # 
I RETURNEO SPR. '86 (I) 
MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 
MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 
MEAN GPA 
I GPA ^ 2.0 
I SUCCESSFUl SURVIVAL 

, performance of full-t 7 ** 
•86): 



TERH OATA (SPRING »86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

tErtHE* 5 eo€ ? ,at : Reoedlat. ' Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
! )ot Weede j Completed Not Completed | Not K'eeded Completed Not Completed 



21 

10( 47.6) 

9.50 

8.80 

2.75 

90 

43 



17 

12( 70.5) 

10.8 

7.08 

1.51 

42 

29 



70 

18( 25.7)' 
13.8 
11.3 
2.01 

44 • 

n 



42.7 


29.1 


39.6 


38.6 


20.3 


34.8 


2.75 


1.83 


2.11 


90 


42 


55 


43 


29 


14 



I ENROLLEO 
I PASS 



Reoedlat. 
Not Needed 

12 
83 



Reoedlat. 
Completed 

7 

71 



NOTES: " 

a , ?! ,y fc 25 ! " * 1*1 V $tudent$ t00k a, 9 ebr * Potion of test; algebra testing not required for 
students who have not taken an algebra course. 
'Course required only in certain programs. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE HUDSON 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were pJaced into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 166 



Writing: SS 164 



Computation: MC 169 



Elementary Algebra: EA 168 and curriculum requiring algebra 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 



FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Reading: ioo 93 
Writing: 99 89 
Computation: 86 70 
Elementary Algebra: 52 54 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present i*i Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 






% 


0 % 


Reading: 


0 


0.0 


3 1.8 


Writing: 


0 


0.0 


5 3.1 


Computation: 


47 


12.2 


4 2.2 


Elementary Algebra: 


10 


9.5 


3 6.2 




Q ■ ; 
« 1 -- x 
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HUDSON COUNTY C0M4M TY COLLEGE 



Full- and Part-Time 
Pre- rest and Post-Test Results for Remedial Courses (Final Level Only) 
In Reading, Writing, Hath Computlon and Elementary Algebra 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



cumulative data for suhgr jw4 through spring 1986 



Nome of Course* 


Total Number 
Enrolled 
In Course 


Name of Test 
Administered 


Section 

Of Test 
Administered 


Mlnlmun Score Needed 
to Determine 
Proficiency* 




PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Students 
Attaining 
Mfn. Laval 

on the 
Post-Test 4 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 


College Reeding II 


200 


N3CBSPT 


Reading 

Ccr +ehenslon 


165* 


92 


141. 81 


6.21 


160.4C 


6.14 


49 


Basic English II 


164 


NXBSPT 


Sentence 
Sense 


163 


83 


146.81 




160.96 


6.64 


53 


Basic Math II 


17 3 


NXBSPT 


Computation I 


168 


61 


152.9} 


6.44 


164.97 


6.13 


49 


Basic Algebra 


67 


NXBSPT 


Computation II 


167 


25 


155.72 


4.78 


171.71 


6.94 


88 j 



iFlnel level of the remedial courses In each skill area* 



2The scaled/ standard score which will exempt students from being placed In the remedial course. 

Jtember of students who took both pre-test end the post-test, and who passed the course. 

^Percentage of students whose post-test scores were equal to or more than the minimum score on the pre-test. 

*The score for 1985 students has been changed to 167. 



NEW JERSEY 8ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984 -66 1HST1TUUONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Mercer NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Kercer 

OEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPURJ 8ASZC SmOKTA Reading DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8 ASIC SKTOnKE A Wrltln; 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 of 4 (Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK3ER 2 of 4 ' 



I. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1361 PART-TIME 716 



Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1361 PART-TIME 716 



2. Students tested (and 1 of 
those counted in 11 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I 1 
1361 100.0 



PART-TIME 
I % 
716 1o^ 0 



2. Students tested (and * of 
those counted in II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
1361 100.0 



PART-TIME 
I I 
716 100.0 



IT Students needing remediation 
(t of those tested): 



FUi.L~I!M£ 
I l 
618 45.4 



PART-TIME 
I I 
320 44.6 



3. Students needing remediation 
U of those tested): 



FULL-TImE 

0 X 

518 33.0 



PART-TIME 
I % 
279 38.9 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in an£ semester from Sunaer '94 to Spring 
'86 (I of those Identified In 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

II f I 

594 96.1 241 75.3 

5. Course enrol loont (any seres ter from burner 84 to Spring 66) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 



4". Students enrol led m appropriate remedial courses in any semester from auswer 84 to spring 
'86 (* of those Identified In |3 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I % 
491 94.7 



PART-TIME 
I I 
203 72.7 





FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




1 

to 


lEnrolled IPass lFafl Withdrew ' 


lEn rolled 


tPass ZFaM 


Withdrew 


430 76* 17 7 ; 


125 


74* 15 


11 


N> 










1 


b. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses 


in sicill area: 


See attached. 





D. Course enrol went Tany semester from iumer 
remediation: 

FULL-TIME 

lEnrolled IPass XFail Withdrew 



to bpring boi ana" outcomes for final level of 
PART-TIME 

lEnrolled IPass iFaM Withdrew 



128 



75* 



16 



/. rour-seoester roiiow up or tuii-tiae students ibaseo on spring '8b data): ~ 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 1 

Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. ' Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 

Not Keeotd Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



386 74* 19 7 J 

6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses In skill area: See atta cft ed 

7. Four-semester follow up of full-tine students (based on spring '8b data): 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) * CUMULATIVE OATA 1 

Remedlat. Resediat. Remedlat. 1 Remedlat. Reaedlat. Reaedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Coo pie ted * Hot Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL 1 


743 


413 


205 








TOTAL 1 


843 


358 


160 








1 RETURNED SPR/86 (I) 


395( 53.1 


) 234( 56.6) 


19( 9.2)' 
7.1 








1 RETURNEO SPR.'86 (l) 


434( 51.4) 


195( 54.4) 


19( 11.8)' 

7.3 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


11.0 


10.4 


44 


33 


21 


MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 




10.1 


44 


31 


24 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


9.8 


8.6 


5.4 


39 


30 


18 


MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 


9.9 


8.2 


6.1 


39 


28 


20 


MEAN GPA 


2.42 


1.94 


1.42 


2.39 


2.03 


1.51 


MEAN GPA 


2.43 


1.82 


1.60 


2.41 


1.91 


1.66 


I GPA > 2.0 


73 


56 


32 * 


n 


54 


21 


I GPA > 2.0 


74 


51 


42 


73 


46 


36 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


39 


31 


3 


38 


31 


2 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


38 


28 


5 


38 


24 


4 



6. Performance offuM-time students in first college-level course in sTlIT area Uhrougfr TprTng 
'86): Remedlat. Reaedlat. 

Not Needed Coapleted 



ff. Performance 6T Full -tie*: students in First cwTege-TeveT course Tri sTTTT area Ttnrougn spring 
'86); Remedlat. Reaedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 



I ENROLLED 
I PASS 



118 

88 



214 

68 



I ENROLL EO 
1 PASS 



103 
80 



304 
71 



NOTES":"* 



fTOTKf 



•Accordlng to Institution, understates the true percentage of students who successfully 
completed remediation (cf. 80* FT and 841 PT respectively). 

'For comparable '83 cohort data, see tables Included In 8/10/37 correspondence. 



comple 



♦According to institution, understates the true percentage of students who successful \y 
leted remediation (cf. 78t FT and 831 PT respectively). 
For comparable '83 cohort data, see tables included in 8/10/87 correspondence. 
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NW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUSCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Mercer 
DEPARTMENT Of HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8 ASIC SJQTORTA Cccputation 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NW3ER 3 oTT 



1 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL -TIME 1361 PART-TIKE 716 

2. Students tested (and X of FULL -TIKE PART-TIHE 
those counted in #1 above): IX IX 

1361 100.0 716 100.0 

3. Students needing reoediation FULL-TIME PART- I IKE 
(1 of those tested): IS I X 

625 45.9 370 51.6 

4. Students enrolled In appropriate reoedlal courses in any semester Frog 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIKE PART-TIKE 

IX IX 

594 95.0 288 77.8 



Susaer '84 to Spring " 



5. Course enrol laent (any seaester frog suoaer '«4 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 
reaedfatton: 

i FULL-TIKE ' PART-TIKE 

to /Enrolled XPass XFall XWithdrew • l£.i rolled XPass S Fail XWithdrew 

CJ 544 70* 26 5 ' 225 80* 13 7 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses :n skill area: See attached. 

7. Fcur-seaester follow up of full-tise students (based on Spring '8b data): 



TERM 0ATA (SRRING '86) ' CUKUUTIVE 0ATA 1 

Reaediat. Reeediat. Reaediat. ' Reaediat. Reaediat. Reoediat. 
Kot Keeded Coapleted Not Coop 1e ted ' Hot Heeded Coapleted Not Coapleted 



TOTAL 1 


736 


429 


196 








1 RETURNED SPR. '86 (X) 


388( 52.7) 


240( 55.9) 


20( 10.2) • 








MEAN CRE0ITS ATTEHPTE0 


11.1 


10.3 


6.3 


44 


34 


22 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


10.0 


8.5 


4.1 


40 


30 


16 


MEAH CPA 


2.46 


1.92 


0.99 


2.41 


2.04 


1.39 


X GPA > 2.0 


74 


56 


40 


72 


56 


10 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


39 


31 


2 


38 


30 


1 



8. Performance * ~ full-tine students in first college-level course Th sTTTI area (through Spring 
66): Reaediat. Reaediat. 

Not Needed Coapleted 

I ENR0LLE0 131 107 

X PASS 73 59 

Rotes: 

•According to institution, understates the true percentage of students who successfully 
coopleted remediation (cf. 72X FT and 841 PT respectively). 

'For comparable '83 cohort data, see tables Included in 8/10/87 correspondence. 
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NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PRO FILE COLLEGE Mercer 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REMftT 8 ASIC SCTIT7RE A Algebra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 4 of 4 — 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1361 PART- TIKE 716 

2. Students tested (and X of FULL-TIME PART-TIKE 
those counted In II abovs): IX fx 

1361 100.0 716 100.0 

3. Students needing reoedtatlcn ■ FULL-TIME PARf-riKE 

(X of those tested): IX | x 

821 60.3 531 74.1 

4. Students enrolled in appropriate reoedlal courses in any seaester troa Suroer 84 to Spring 
•86 (X of those identified In 13 above): 

FULL- TIKE PART-TIKE 

IX IX 

640 77.9 303 57.0 

5. Course enrol laent jany seoester troa Suacer b4 to Spring 155] and outcomes for final level of" 
reoedlatlon: * — 

FULL-TIKE ' PART-TIKE 

f Enrolled XPass XFall XWithdrew * lEnrolled XPass XFall XWlthdrew 

587 64* 29 7 J 241 70* 23 7 

t>. Pre- and post-test results for reoedlal courses In skill area: See attached. 



7. Four-seoester follow up of full-tlee students (based on Spring '8b data): 



TERM 0ATA (SPRING *86) ' CUMULATIVE 0ATA 1 

Reaediat. Reeediat. Reaediat. ■ Reoediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Coopleted Not Conpleted 'Not Needed Completed Not Ccapleter 



TOTAL I 540 431 390 

I RETURN E0 SPR.'86 (X) 31 1 C 57.5) 273( 63.3) 64 ( 16.4)' 

KEAH CREOIfS ATTEKPTE0 11.3 10.7 7.6 

KEAN CRE0ITS EARNE0 10.2 9.1 5.4 

KEAH GPA 2.46 2.13 1.39 

X GPA > 2.0 74 63 41 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 42 40 7 



45 


36 


26 


40 


33 


22 


2.41 


2.19 


1.66 


72 


61 


37 


42 


39 


6 



'86): Reaediat. Reaediat. 

Not Needed Coapleted 

I ENR0LLE0 49 228 

X PASS 80 66 

NOTES: — 

*Accordlng to institution, understates the true percentage of students who successfully 
coapleted reaedlatlon (cf. 67X FT and 76X PT respectively). 

'For coeparable *83 cohort data, see tables included in 8/10/87 correspondence. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEG E MERCER 



1984-36 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 163 



Writing: SS 165; for students with SS 156-164 inclusive, Essay of 8 
was used as cut ~ f f 



Computation: MC 165 



Elementary Algebra: EA 167 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 


Reading: 


98 


72 


Writing: 


96 


72 


Computation: 


95 


75 


Elementary Algebra: 


77 


53 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area; 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 





U 


% 


n 


% 


Reading: 


12 


1.9 


12 


3.7 


Writing: 


8 


1.5 


12 


4.3 


Computation: 


3 


0.4 


8 


2.1 


Elementary Algebra: 


27 


3.2 


40 


7.5 



315 

ERIC -244- 



MERCER COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



UK-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING. WRITING. MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Nans of Course' 


Total No. 
Enrolled 
In Course 


Nam of Tost 
Administered 


Section 
of Test 
Administered 


Mtnlftua Scot* 
mIr* ProflcUncy 2 


l 3 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent Students 
Attaining Mln. 
Levdi on POSr-T©$r 


Mean 


1 Standard 
Oevlatlon 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 
























ES 210 


814 


RAT 


Fnrm R 


40 


561 


35.8 


6.2 


47.0 


5.7 


100 


ES 100 
(Writinq) 


896 


Sentence 
SkillsfLocal 


) 


40 


460 


37.9 


6.0 


46.8 


4.2 


100 


MS 100 


1339 


NJCBSPT 


Computation 


165 


610 


155.1 


5.8 


72,8 


4.4 


mn 


MS HO 


1325 


NJCBSPT 


EA 


167 


695 


155.0 


13.4 


181.2 


12.4 


mn 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATtON 



1984-86 INSTITU TI ONAL P ROFILE 

EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Middlesex 
BASIC SKILL ARE A fading 
AREA NUK8ER 1 of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1906 PART-TIME 738 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in i\ above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
1881 98.6 



PART-TIME 
I X 
543 73.5 



J. Students needing remediation 
(I of those tested): 



full-time; 
i i 

833 44.2 



PART-TIME 

I t 

152 27.9 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester FrWIuciaer T &4~ to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
§ X § X 

818 98.1 115 75.6 



5. course enrollment (any semester trcxa ,jmmer 'M to Spring bQ) and outcomes for final level of" 
remediation: 





FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




f Enrol led 


tPass tFail Withdrew 


^Enrolled 


tPass TFail 


Withdrew 


815 


77.9 9.1 12.9 


; 112 


86.6 6.3 


7.1 



6. Pre- and post-test results ror remedial courses in ski i i area: See attached, 

7. Four -semester follow up or full -tine students leased on spring tt&~data). 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) \ CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Reoediat. Remediat. 
Not Heeded Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL / 


1043 


639 


194 


/ RETURNEO SPR.'86 (X) 


5601 53.4) 


360( 56.3) 


14( 7.2)' 


MEAN CREOITS ATTEHPTEO 


12.9 


12.5 


5.21 


MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 


11.3 


10.7 


4.86 


MEAN GPA 


2.46 


2.10 


0.97 


X GPA > 2.0 


78.2 


63.1 


15.7 


1 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


41.5 


34.6 


2.6 



59.4 


59.0 


34.9 


47.2 


38.0 


5.07 


2.58 


2.15 


1.02 


81.8 


62.5 


21.4 


43.7 


35.2 


1.5 



0. Performance of full-time students in first college-level course in skill ares {through Spring - 
'66): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Needed Completed 



I ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



800 
77.3 



415 
74.2 



NOTES: 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOllCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 



(Fall 1984 Cohort) 
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1906 PART-TIME 738 



COLLEGE Middlesex 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Writing 

AREA NUMBER 2 oF"5 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
§ X 
1881 98.6 



PART-TIME 
# X 
543 73.5 



3. Students needing remediation 
U of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

637 33.8 



FAKI-UMt 

I X 

126 23.2 



J. Students enrolled Tn appropriate remedial courses in any semester from summer 04 to Spring 
•86 (t of those identified in #3 above): — 



FULL-TIME 
# X 

629 93.7 



PART-TIME 
f X 

95 75.3 



5. Course enrollment (any semester from Summer '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




#Enrolled TPass tFail 


Withdrew 


^Enrolled tPass tFail 


Withdrew 


626 72.2 15.0 


12.8 


| 93 86.0 8.6 


5,4 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: See attached. 
/. Four-semester follow up or full-time students (based on Spring 'tio data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL # 


1244 


457 


180 








I RETURNEO SPR.'86 (X) 


643( 51.6) 


276( 60.3) 


15( 8.3)' 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEHPTEO 


12.9 


12.5 


4.73 


59.4 


59.0 


33.9 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 


11.4 


10.5 


3.00 


46.8 


36.4 


5.47 


MEAN GPA 


2.45 


2.06 


0.71 


2.54 


2.14 


0.82 


X GPA > 2.0 


77.3 


62.0 


14.3 


79.8 


62.3 


6.7 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


39.5 


36.8 


1.1 


41.2 


37.6 


0.6 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Complete* 



87 Performance of fun-time students in first college-level course in skill area (through Spring 
'86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Needed Completed 



I ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



977 
75.8 



393 
73.8 



K0TES: 



r *32i 
ERJC 



[V062287J 



fV062287] 



TP 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Middlesex new JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PR OFILE COLLEGE Middlesex 

DEPARTMENT OF MIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL ARE A Computation OEPAnP" OF MIGMER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS RLP0R1 BASIC SKILL ARE A Algebra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK8ER 3 or * (Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 4 oT~4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1906 PART-TIME 738 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted In II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

1881 98.6 



PART-TIME 
I X 

543 73.5 



1. Student quired to be tested: FULL-TIME 1906 PART-TIME _738 

2. Students tested (and X of 
these counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
1881 98.6 



PART-TIME 
# X 
543 73.5 



Students needing remediation 
(X of those tested): 



f-ULL-IIHL 
I X 
868 46.1 



pAki-uh£ 
/ X 
220 40.5 



3. Stuaents needing remediation . ruiL-ur.t 
(X of those tested): I X , 

188 9.9 1 



PAKMIHt* 
f X 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate resediai courses In any semester from Sumner '84 to Spring - 
'86 (X of those Identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

I x #x 

805 92.7 158 71.8 



5. Course enrollment (any semester from Sumter 04 to spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 



4". Students enrolled in appropriate reneJTal courses m any semester from burner "84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those Identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
IX IX 
172 91.4 

5. Course enrollment (any semester from Suinner 84 to Spring '85) and outcooes tor final level of" 
renedlatlon: 



1 


FULL-TIME 

lEnrolled XPass XFall XWlthdrew 1 Enrolled 


PART-TIME 
XPass XFall XWlthdrew 




FULL-TIME 

lEnrolled XPass XFall XWlthdrew 1 lEnrolled 


PART-TIME 
XPass XFall XWlthdrew 


1 


763 70.4 18.0 11 .7 j 150 


83.3 8.0 8.7 




112 80.4 10.7 8.9 | 






6. Pre- and post-test results tor remedial courses In skill area: 


See attached. 


6. 


Pre- and post-test results tor renedlal courses in skill area: 


See attached 




/. Four- semester tonow up or tun-tine students (based on Spring 


T 86 data): 


7. 


Four- semester follow up of full-tine students (based on spring 


'86 data): 



TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA 

Renedlat. Remedlat. Renedlat. * Reraedlat. Renedlat. Renedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed | Hot Heeded Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL # 


1013 


610 


258 








* RETURNED SPR.'86 (X) 


556 ( 54.8) 


354( 58.0) 


24( 9.3) 1 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEHPTEO 


13.1 


12.3 


5.75 


59.5 


S9.2 


38.5 


HE AN CREDITS EARNEO 


11.5 


10.6 


4.00 


47.8 


38.0 


8.08 


MEAN GPA 


2.51 


2.08 


0.92 


2.59 


2.17 


1.14 


X GPA > 2.0 


78.6 


64.1 


30.4 


81.8 


63.8 


20.8 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


42.3 


36.9 


2.7 


44.9 


37.0 


1.9 



u. pertoraance or tun-tioe students In first college-level course Tn sMU area (through Spring" 
'66): Remedlat. Renedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 



I ENROLLED 
X PASS 



52) 
73.1 



127 
66.9 



TOTTST 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE DATA 

Remedlat. Renedlat. Renedlat. 1 Renedltt. Renedlat. Renedlat. 
Hot Needed Comple ted Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Conplcte* 



TOTAL 1 


262 


96 


92 








1 RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 


154( 58.7) 


66( 64.7) 


20( 21.7)' 




61.8 




MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


13.8 


12.1 


9.85 ' 


62.0 


52.5 


MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 


11.9 


10.5 


7.10 


48.1 


38.6 


20.6 


MEAN GPA 


2.62 


2.23 


1.52 


2.59 


2.31 


1.71 


X GPA > 2.0 


81.5 


68.2 


40.0 


80.5 


66.7 


40.0 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


46.9 


46.9 


8.7 


47.3 


45.8 


8.7 



B. Performance of full -time students in first college-level course In skill area (through Spring 
*86): Renedlat. Renedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 



I ENROLLED 
X PASS 



188 
76.1 



59 

69.5 



'Students are Identified as needing remediation only In certain prograas. 

?Part-tl*e data not applicable, since PT students do not enroll In prograas requiring algebra 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEG E MIDDLESEX 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION " ~~ 

1984-66 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (N/CBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading: RC 162 

Writing: SS 162 and review of Essay scores 
Computation: MC 166 

Elementary Algebra: EA 167 and curriculum requiring Math 



4a. Percent of studenU identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 98 67 

Writing: 99 83 

Computation: 97 69 

Elementary Algebra: gi 



4b. Students identified needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

V % * % 

Reading: 0 0.0 6 3.9 

Writing: 0 0.0 4 3.1 

Computation: 1 0.1 9 4.0 

Elementary Algebra: 2 1.0 — — 



erJc 



9 or 
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MIDDLESEX COUNTY COLLEGE 



PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, KATH OmJTATION ANO ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR Si*4*R 1964 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Hm* of Court»- 


Total Ho. 
Enrol lad 


Horn* of Tost 
Adalnl stored 


Section 
of Tost 
Adalnl stored 


HI n facta Score 
N^Jad to Mf~ 
m\n+ Proffcjarvcy 2 


»5 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Parcont Students 
Attaining Hln. 
Laval on Pott?tatt 4 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 


Hoari 1 Standard 
1 Oavlatlon 


In Court* 




























FUXJ007 




NJCBSPT 


teadlng 
^onprehensfcn 


l6l 


105 


1382 


3.31 


3512 


10.33 


19.0 


RDG011 




NJCBSPT 




161 


325 


152.8 


7.17 


1616 


8.18 


57.8 


SNGOIO 




NJCBSPT 


sentence 
Sense 


162 


370 


153.1 


7. 1? 


162.0 


7.12 


51.9 


MATO10 




NJCBSPT 


tath 

tarputation 


166 


217 


155.3 


5.20 


166.1 


6.72 


55.3 


Ull 
MAT018 




NJCBSPT 


iiementary 
Ugebra 


168 


19 


159.1 


5.27 


171.5 


5.31 


93.9 










r-^ 1 















NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL T ^ILE COLLEGE Morris NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS £CIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Morris 

DEPARTHEHT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS RtPLCf BASIC SKILL AKE A Reading DEPARTMENT OF HI GO c DUvUIOK EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKItrXSE A Writing 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK8ER 1 oTT (Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK3ER 2 of 4 



to 

O 
I 



I. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1985 PART-TIME 474 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIHE 1985 PART-TIME 474 



Z. Students tested (and I of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I I 

1806 90.9 



PART-TIME 
I I 

458 96.6 



2. Students tested (<ind I of 
those counted In fl above): 



FULL-TIME 
I I 
1806 90.9 



PART-TIME 
I I 

458 96.6 



3. Students needing reoediation 
(I of those tested): 



1 FULL-TIHS 
I I 
405 22.4 



PAftT-TIHE 
I I 
36 7.8 



3. Students needing remediation 
(X of those tested): 



FULL-TIHE 
I I 
471 26.0 



PART-TIME 
I 5 
42 9.1 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses In any seocster froa susner ^84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those Identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

I X II 

398 98.0 22 61.1 

5. Course enrol laent (any semester froa Sunreer '34 to 5pring '86) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 



/Enrolled 
398 



FULL-TIME 
IPass IFall 



IWlthdrew 



66 22 3 

b. Pre- and post-test results tor remedial courses in skill area: No post-test data. 
T. Four-seraester follow up of full-tioe students (based on Spring '86 data): 



lEnrolled 
22 



PART-TIME 
IPass IFall 



4. Students enrol led in appropriate reoediai courses In any seraester froa Sucroer 84 to Spring 
'86 (I of those Identified In 13 above): 

FULL-TIHE PART-TIME 

II II 

459 97.4 24 57.1 

5. Course enrollment (any semester froa Sirraer '84 to Spring '86) and outcooes for final level of 
reoediation: 



68 



23 



IWlthdrew 
0 



/Enrolled 
459 



FULL-TIME 
IPass IFall 



62 



24 



IWlthdrew 
4 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: Mo post-test data 



/Enrolled 
24 



PART-TIME 
IPass IFall 



IWlthdrew 



58 



25 



TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ' CUMULATIVE 0ATA 

Renedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. ' Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Coop le ted ' Not Needed Completed Not Coopleted 



7. Four-seoester follow up of full-time students (based on spring 'bb data): 

TERM DATA (SPRING s 8o) ' CUMULATIVE DATA 

Renedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 1 Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Coopleted Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL 1 


1277 


262 


144 








TOTAL 1 


1210 


286 


185 








9 RETURNED SPR.'86 (I) 


741 { 58.0) 


165( 62.9) 


37( 25.6)' 








1 RETURNED SPR. '86 (I) 


720( 59.5) 


17C( 61.5) 


47( 25.4)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


12 


13 


7 


48 


43 


23 


MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


12 


12 


8 


49 


42 


31 


HEAN CREDITS EARNED 


11 


12 


6 


45 


38 


22 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


11 


11 


7 


45 


36 


24 


MEAN GPA 


2.6 


2.3 


1.6 


2.4 


2.1 


1.5 


MEAN GPA 


2.8 


2.2 


1.9 


2.5 


2.0 


1.6 


I GPA > 2.0 1 






* 


76.9 


63.6 


29.7 


X GPA > 2.0l 






* 


78.5 


58.0 


40.4 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL^ 






* 


44.6 


40.1 


7.6 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL^ 






» 


46.7 


35.7 


10.3 



8. Performance of fun -tine students in first college-level course in skill area (through Spring 
'86): Renedlat. Reoedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 



8. Performance of full -tine students in first col lege-level course in skill area Itnrough Spring 
*86): Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 

Hot Needed Coopleted 



I ENRDLLED 
I PASS 



1054 

86 



228 
87 



I ENROLLED 
I' PASS 



1034 

86 



248 
87 



RuTtsT 



H0TE5T 



iTena data not available. 



Uena data not available. 
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NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTHEHT Of HIGHER EOUCATIOK 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEG E Morris 

8 ASIC SKILL ARE A Cocputatlon 
AREA NUK3ER 3 oTT 



NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTHEHT OF HIGHER EOUCATIOH 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONA L PROFILE 

u-rECUVENESS REPORT 

(rail T984 Cohort) 



COLLEG E Morris 

8 ASIC SKILL AREA Alg ebra 

AREA NUMBER 4 oTa 



I 

ro 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIKE 1985 PART-TIME 474 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

1806 90.9 



PART-TIME 
I X 

458 96.6 



J. students needing reoedlatfon 



FUU-TIHt 
I X 
382 21.1 



PART-TIME 
I X 

36 12.2 



(X of those tested): 

4. Students enrolled 1n appropriate reoeflial courses in any seoester rroa Signer '84 to Spring 
'86 (x of those identified in #3 above): 



FULL-TIKE 
I X 

360 94.2 



PART-TIME 
I X 

32 57.1 



5. Course enrolment (any seoester froa Suaaer 'd3 to Spring '85) and outcoces tor rinal level of 
remediation: 



I En rolled 



FULL-TIME 
XPass XFail 



XWithdrew 



lEnrolled 
32 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFail 

63 0 



XWithdrew 



360 64 3 2 

e- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: No post-test data. 
/. rour-senester follow up of full -tine students leased on Spring '86 data). 



6. Pre- 



TERH OATA (SPRING »86) • CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reoedlat. Reaediat. Reoedlat. 1 Resediat. Reaedlat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Coapleted Not Cocpleted ' Not Needed Cocpleted Not Completed 



TOTAL I 

I RETURNED SPR. '86 (X) 

KEAH CREDITS ATTEtfPTEO 

ME AH CREOITS EARHEO 

MEAH GPA 

X GPA > 2.0' 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL' 



1295 


229 


153 


750( 57.9) 


143( 62.4) 


50( 


12 


12 


10 


11 


11 


8 


2.6 


2.2 


2.0 



49 


41 


34 


45 


35 


27 


2.4 


2.0 


1.7 


78.3 


55.9 


38.0 


45.3 


34.9 


12.4 



•86): 



9 ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



Reaediat. 
Not Heeded 



69 
72 



Reeediat. 
Coapleted 

4 

25 



Wits: 



Uern data not available. 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1935 PART-TIME 474 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in fl above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

1806 90.9 



PART-TIME 
# X 

458 96.6 



J. students needing reoediatlon 
(X of those tested): 



rULL-flHE - 

I X 
182 10.0 



" PART-TIME ~ 
I X 

23 5.0 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate reoedlai courses In any semester froa 5usner '84 to Sprlnq" 
•86 (X of these identified in #3 above): 



FULL-TIME 
/ X 
128 70.3 



PART-TIME 
I X 

5 21.7 



i>. Course enrol loent [any" s eoester Trora sunoer '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes tor rinal level of 
reoediatlon: 



lEnrolled 



FULL-TIME 
XPass XFail 



XWithdrew 
8 



lEnrolled 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFail 



XWithdrew 



128 (7 17 8 | 5 20 0 0 
6. Pre- ana pos f -test results for reoedial courses in skill area: No post-test data. 



7. rour-seoester follow up of full-tloe students (based on Spring '8b data): 

TERM OATA (SPRIHG '86) ■ CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reoedlat. Reoedlat. SLeoedlat. 1 Remedlat. Reaediat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Cocpleted Not Cocpleted ' Not Heeded Coopleted Not CoepFeted 

TOTAL I 

I RE TURN EO SPR. '86 (X) 
MEAN CREOITS ATTEHPTEO 
MEAH CREOITS EARHEO 
MEAH GPA 
X GPA > 2.0' 
X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL' 



1403 


86 


96 


S50( 60.5) 


53( 61.6) 


40( 41.6)' 
12 


12 


12 


11 


11 


10 • 


2.7 


2.5 


2.4 



47 


48 


36 


43 


44 


31 


2.4 


2.3 


2.0 


73.2 


81.1 


52.S 


44.3 


50.0 


21. J 



87 Performance of ful i-tloe "students in first college-level course in sttll area Uhro-igh Spring 
86): Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 



Hot Needed Cocplet ed 



I ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



7a 



2 

50 



NOTES: 



Uera data not available. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE MORRIS 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 165 with Essay 7 



Writing: C 165 plus either SAT-V 350 or high school grade of M C M 



Computation: MC 165 plus either SAT-M 350 or high school grade of "C M 



Elementary Algebra: EA 172 plus either SAT-M 400 or grade of "C" in 
high school algebra or geometry 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 


Reading: 


97 


41 


Writing: 


98 


61 


Computation: 


95 


39 


Elementary Algebra- 


93 


40 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 





# 


% 


U 


% 


Reading: 


8 


1.9 


8 


22.2 


Writing: 


12 


2.5 


9 


21.4 


Computation: 


22 


5.7 


15 


26.7 


Elementary Algebra: 


35 


19.2 


9 


39.1 
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NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SJCItLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIG^R EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 

EFFECTIVENESS REPOST 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Ocean 

8 ASIC SKILL ARE A Reading 

AREA NUMBER 1 of 4 



NEW JERSEY eASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Ocean 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Writing 

AREA NUMBER 2 of 4 



I 

to 



1. Students required to be lested: FULL-TIME 962 PART-TIME 396 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In II above): 



FULl-TIME 
I t 
935 97.1 



PART-TIME' 
I X 

226 57.0 



T. students needing remediation 
(I of tliose tested): 



FULL- IIME 
I X 
427 45.6 



PARWJME 
I X 
120 53.0 



4. Students enrolled In appropriate remedial course* in any semester from Susraer '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those Identified In #3 above): — 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
IX IX 
373 87.3 71 59.1 

t>. course enrollment (any semester from summer '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes tor final levei of 
remediation*: 



FULL-TIME 






PART-TIME 




lEnrolled XPass XFail 


XWithdrew 


1 lEnrolled 


XPass XFail 


XWithdre* 


373 7/.5 14.5 

« — rrrz j * * l ■. i.. — rr — 


8.0 


! 71 


74.6 11.3 


14.1 



7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '86 data; 3 : 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Remediat. Reaedlat. 1 Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Weeded Completed Not Completed ' fot Need ed Completed Not Completed 

TOTAL I 508 296 131 

I RETURNED SPR.'86 (X) 282( 55.5) 10V( 61.1) 20( 15.2)' 

ME/W CREOITS ATTEMPTED 13.6 13.2 10.6 

HEM CREOITS EARNF.O 11.5 10.6 6.5 

MEAN GPA 2.50 2.24 1.59 

X GPA > 2.D 86.0 84.5 60.0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 48.8 51.7 9.2 



55.4 


50.2 


41.4 


49.4 


41.7 


28.8 


2.67 


2.26 


1.96 


97.2 


92.8 


75.0 


53.9 


56.8 


11.5 



'86): 



I ENROL LEO 
X PASS 4 



Reaedlat. 
Not Needed 

231 
82.3 



Reaedlat. 
Completed 

221 
78.3 



SuitS: 



'includes degree-seeking students only. 

^Passing defined as a grade of "C" or better, or "pass." 

^Second study group ("completed") defined as grade of "C" or better, or "pass. 

^Considered passing If college credits granted. 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 962 PART-TIME 396 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted fn #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
$ X 
935 97.1 



PART-TIME 1 
I X 

226 57.0 



3. Students needing remediation « 
(X of those tested): 



FULL-TIME ~ 
t X 
185 19.7 



PART-TIME 
I X 

67 29.6 



4, Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester From Simmer '84 to Sprfna 

'86 (X of those Identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

IX # X 

181 97.8 49 73.1 

b. tourse enrollment (any semester Iron Maimer '84 to Spring *8bj and outcomes for final level of 

remediation': 



lEnrolled 


FULL-TIME 1 
XPass xFall XWlthdre* 


lEnrolled 


PART-TIME 
XPass XFail XWithdre* 


181 

6. fVe- and nost- 


76.2 11.0 12.7 J 

•test rpcmrc tar rPmo/im mm>c«c 


49 

in elf \ 1 1 *~a > . 


67.3 18.4 14.3 



7. Four-seoester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '85 data J 3 : 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Reaedlat. Reoedlat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL I 

I RETURNEO SPR.'86 (X) 

">KM CREOITS ATTEHPTEO 

hEAN CREOITS EARNEO 

ME AH GPA 

X GPA ^ 2.0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



750 

394( 52.5) 

13.5 

11.3 

2.47 

87.8 

46.1 



141 

85( 60.2) 

13.0 

9.6 

1.93 

76.5 

46.1 



44 

4( 9.0) 

3.8 

1.0 

1.63 

50.0 

4.5 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Renedlat. Remediat. Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Complete 



54.3 
47.8 
2.58 
96.4 
50.7 



47.9 
37.7 
2.10 
88.2 
53.2 



23.0 

9.8 

1.35 

50.0 
9.1 



ff: Performance of full -tine students fn first col lege-ievei course in skill area (through Sprlngr 
86): Reaedlat. Reaedlat. 



Not Needed Completed 



I ENtOLLEO 
X PASS 



448 
78.8 



121 

71.9 



NfflKT 



'includes degree-seeking students only. 

^Passing defined as a gr^de of "C" or better, or "pass." 

J Second study group ("completed") defined as grade of "C" or better, or "pass. 
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HEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUKCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Ocean NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Ocean 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATIOH EFFEC ! lVENtSS kWKI BASIC SKILL ARE A Computation DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8 ASIC SKILL ARE A Algebra * 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 oTT~ (Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUM8ER 4 oTT" 



I 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 962 PART-TIME 396 



1. Students required to be tested; FULL-TIME PART-TIME 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I I 
935 97.1 



PART-TIME' 

I X 

226 57.0 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIHF 
I X 



PART-TIME 
I X 



3. Students needing remediation 
(% of those tested): 



rULL-HMt 

I X 

298 31.8 



PART-TIME" 

I X 
103 45.5 



J. Students needing remediation • FULL-l IME 
(X of those tested): I X 



PART-TIME 
I X 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semesTer Frora~SuBjer '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
IX fX 
263 88.2 63 61.1 



A, ^STuJents enrolled Tn a p propriate remedlaT courses in any semes *er from starrer '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
7 X f X 



Course p.iroMment (any semester from Suaroer '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final leveTof" 
remediation': 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

lEnrolled XPass XFall XWlthdrew \ Enrolled XPass XFail XWlthdrew 

263 73.4 14.1 12.5 J 63 81.0 9.5 9.5 

6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: No post-test aau. 



J. Course enrollment ( any semester from Summer d4 to Spring '85) and outcooes for final level bT~ 
remediation: 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

lEnrolled XPass XFall XWlthdrew 1 lEnrolled XPass XFall Withdrew 



7. Four-semester follow up of full-tine students (based on Spring 'bb tiatar 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Heeded Completed Not Completed 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in ski i i area: no post-iest a*U. 

7. Four-semester follow up of full-tine students (based on spring 'tto daw); 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Nee ted Completed Not Completed 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Hot Completed 



TOTAL 1 


637 


203 


95 








TOTAL 1 


1 RETURNEO SPR/86 (X) 


357( 56.0) 


105( 51.7) 


21 ( 22.1)* 








1 RETURNEO SPR.'86 (X) 


MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


13.7 


13.0 


9.7 


55.3 


48.0 


37.4 


MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


MEAN CREOITS CAMEO 


11.5 


9.3 


7.1 


48.6 


39.0 


28.9 


MEAN CREOIfS EARNEO 


MEAN GPA 


2.50 


2.03 


1.79 


2.59 


2.24 


1.91 


MEAN GPA 


X GPA > 2.0 


88.5 


78.1 


71.4 


95.5 


94.3 


81.0 


X GPA > 2.0 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


49.6 


40.4 


15.8 


53.5 


48.8 


17.9 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Hot Needed Completed Not Complete* 



6. Performance of fuii-time students in first colle^e-ievei course tn sK. fit area (tnrougn spring 
'86): Remedlat. Remedlat. 

Mot Needed Completed 



I ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



204 
78.4 



52 

53.8 



57 T^rffirmance orTuTT-tuoc sludenTTTn TTrsT college-level course in skill area (tufougn spring 
'86): Remedlat. Remedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 

I ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



NOTES: 



'includes degree-seeking students only. 

^Passing defined as a grade of "C" or better, or "pass." 

^Second study group ("completed") defined as grade of "C" or better, or "pass. 



KUTTS: 

'Algebra data not available (no explanation). 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE OCEAN 



o 

ERIC 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading: RC 161 and in-house test 

Wriiing: Essay 9 and Sc 145; Essay 7-8 and SS 150; Essay 6 
Computation: MC 161; in-house test 
Elementary Algebra: EA 161 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 85 50 

Writing: 97 68 

Computation: 86 55 

Elementary Algebra: 50 45 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring 'l but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill arec: 





FULL-TIME 
0 % 


PART-TIME 
# % 


Reading: 


11 


2.5 


10 8.3 


Wri ting: 


0 


0.0 


3 4.4 


Computation: 


11 


3.6 


5 4.8 


Elementary Algebra; 
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HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1S84-86 IHST1TU TIOH AL PROFILE COLLEGE Passaic NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Passaic 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS Ul?i)£T BASIC SKILL AREA Reading DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFlUIVENtSs - RLPOkI 8 ASIC SKILL ARE A Writing 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 of 4 (Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 of 4 



I 

I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 385 PART-TIME 353 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 385 PART-TIhH 353 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted In II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I * 
351 91.1 



PART-TIME 
I I 

226 64.0 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted In II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I I 
351 91.1 



PART-TIME 
I 1 

226 64.0 



3. Students needing remediation 
(I of those tested): 



FULI-TimL 
I I 

298 84.9 



PAKI-MM. 
I * 

165 73.0 



J. Students needing remediation • FULL^TIHE 
(i of those tested): I * 

324 92.3 



PART-TIME 
I I 
175 77.4 



4. students enrolled In appropriate remedial courses In any semesTer from Suoraer "84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those Identified In 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
II I * 

275 92.2 120 72.7 



4. Students enrol led In appropriate remedial courses in an^ iemester tr\.% Summer '84 to Spring 
( 86 (I of those Identified In 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
It It 
314 96.9 139 79.4 



b. Course enrollment (any semester from Surfer '84 to Spring '86) anfl outcomes tor final Twe. bT~ 
reoediatlon: 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 



57~Course enrolli>ent tan^ semester froca Summer '84 to Spring "85) and outcomes tor final level of 
reoediatlon: 



IEnro1?ed 
160 



tPass 1 
50 



tFall 
44 



tWlthdrc* 
4 



lEnrollcd 
61 



tPass 
52.5 



iFall 

39 



IWlthdrew 
3 



o. ?re- and post-test results tor remedial courses in ski i i area! See attached. 
/. rour-senester follow up or full-time students (based on spri 



FULL-TIME 






PART-TIME 




f Enrol led IPass' tFall 


Withdrew 1 


lEnrolled 


tPass tFaJM 


Withdrew 


211 50 41 


7 


86 


41 52 


S 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Remedlat. Remediate Reoedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL I 

I RETURNEO SPR/86 (I) 

MEAN CREOITS ATTFMPTEO 

MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 

MEAN GPA 

I GPA > 2.0 

I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



ng "bt> data): 

CUMULATIVE OATA 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



7. rour-sesciter »ouow up 0 r ruli-time scuaenis (oasea on spring no data* 



TERM OATA (SPRING *S6) 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Cocpleted 



53 


80 


218 








TOTAL 1 


24 


106 


221 








29( 54.7) 


46( 57.5) 


8( 3.6) 1 








1 RETURNEO SPR. f 86 (1) 


14( 58.3) 


56( 52.8) 


13( 5.8)' 






13.9 


11.9 


7.9 


6.6 


43.3 


28.3 


11.8 


MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


12.8 


8.8 


6.1 


47.9 


33.0 


9.6 


7.1 


4.8 


39.8 


24.4 


9.9 


MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 


12.1 


7.3 


4.7 ' 


44.8 


28.7 


8.5 


2.06 


1.C6 


1.37 


2.50 


2.01 


1.68 


MEAN GPA 


2.79 


1.88 


1.66 


2.87 


2.14 


1.56 


58.6 


64.3 


40.0 


69.0 


58.7 


62.5 


I GPA > 2.0 


71.4 


59.3 


42.9 


78.6 


62.C 


46.2 


32.1 


37.0 


1.50 


37.7 


33.8 


2.3 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


41.7 


31.3 


2.5 


45.8 


33.0 


2.7 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reoedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Needed Coopleted Not Complete* 



(*. Performance or full-time students in first college-level course Tn sKTTT area Ithrough TprTng 
*86): Reoedlat. Remedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 



BT Performance oTTulT-TToe sluaenls In TTrsTcoIlege-Tevcl course in skill area (through Spring 
*86): Reoedlat. Remedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 



I ENROLLEO 
I PASS 



47 
81 



62 
56 



I ENROLLEO 
1 PASS 



19 
100 



97 
39 



ROTIST 



NOTES: - 



Ipasslng defined as a grade of "C" or better. 



^Passing defined as a grade of - C" or better. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE PasSik 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8 ASIC SKTIT'XHE A' Ccrtpu tatipn 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NIKBER 3 oTT> 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-36 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Passaic 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCAIION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL ARE A Algebra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA KIK3ER 4 of 4 



I 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 385 PART-TIME _3S3 



2. Students tested (and 1 of 
those counted in fl above): 



FULL-TIME 
f 1 
351 91. I 



PART-TIME 
/ 1 

226 64.0 



3. Students needing remediation 
(I of those tested): 



"rUll-l'IHE 
f 1 
326 92.8 



~P*ST-TIHE 
# 1 
187 82.7 



4. students enrolled In appropriate remedial courses Tiffany seaesTcr Trom Susner 'TJT To ^SprTng 
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above): 



FULL-TIME 
9 1 
295 90.4 



PART-TIME 
f I 
114 60.9 



5. Course enrollment (any semester Tfoa Suaacr "B4 to Spring an J outcooes lor final TcveT 6T 

•eaediation: 

FULL-TIME 1 PART-TIME 

* r * n iWithdro* ' /Enrolled lPass lFail 1 Withdrew 



/Enrolled 



lPass 1 
62 



lFail 

36 



/Enrolled 



165 62 36 1 ■ 60 63 28 

i 

5. Pre- ant post-test results for remedial courses in skill Irea:~3ee attached. 



10 


102 


224 








71 70.0) 


61( 59.8) 


10( 4.4)' 








9.6 


9.4 


7.0 


34.9 


31.5 


22.6 


8.4 


7.7 


5.1 


32.3 


28.6 


17.1 


1.93 


1.97 


1.43 


2.43 


2.12 


1.61 


57.1 


62.3 


37.5 


57.1 


62.3 


40.0 


40.0 


37.3 


1.7 


40.0 


37.3 


1.8 



"ng 1$5 data)*: 

CUMULATIVE DATA 
Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Crcpleted Not Completed 



7. Four-seoester follow up of fuli-tlae students (based on spr 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Cocpleted 

TOTAL f 

I RETURNED SPR. '86 il) 
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 
MEAN CREOITS EARNED 
MEAN GPA 
1 GPA > 2.0 
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 

6. rerrormance or lull in* siuwms in UrsL col I ege-TeVeT course In s*TTT area (through TorTng 



I ENROLLED 
I PASS 



Reaediat 
Not Needed 

10 
60 



Reaediat. 
Completed 

16 

69 



HDTTST 



'pasiing defined as a grid* of m C or better. 

2 Study group "A" ("not needed") includes students not requiring algebra remediation. 



1. Students required to be tested: FULl-TIME 385 PART-TIME 353 



2. Students tested (and * of 
those counted in #1 above); 



FULL-TIME 
f I 
351 91.1 



PART-TIME 
f I 

226 64.0 



3. Students needing remediation ' FUIL-UNE 
ft of those tested): I I 

15 4.2 



PART- T I HE 
f % 

5 2.2 



4. Students enrolled In appropriate rcocoTaT courses In any semester frog Sua»er~'84 To Spring 
'86 (I of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIKE PART-TIME 
§ X § I 

12 80.0 4 80.0 



S. Course enrollment (any seoester frog Sucwer w 64 to Spring ^5) and outcomes for TTnal level of 
remediation: 



/Enrolled 
12 



FULL-TIME 
*Pass* 



8 



^Withdrew 
8 



83 8 8 4 

6. rVe- and post-test results tor reoedlal courses in skin a 

7. rour-seoester to now up of fuii-tiee students (based on 5, 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 

TOTAL 9 

/ RETURNEO SPR. '86 ft) 
MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 
MEAN CREOITS EARNED 
MEAN GPA 
I GPA ^ 2.0 
I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



PART-TIKE 

/Enrolled lPass lFail ^Withdrew 
100 0 0 
No post-test data. 



10 


10 


5 








7( 70.0) 


2( 20.0) 


3( 60.0) 1 








9.6 


12.0 


11.3 


34.9 


43.5 


57.7 


8.4 


12.0 


11.3 


32.3 


43.5 


57.7 


1.93 


3.13 


3.19 1 


2.43 


3.24 


3.33 


57.! 


1GG 


100 1 


57.1 


100 


100 


40.0 


20.0 


60.0 1 


40.0 


20.0 


60.0 



j 'fib data): " 

CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reaediat. Reaediat. Reeediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Complete* 



ff. Performance oFTuTT-TToe students Tn TTrst coTTege-TeveT ,-ur se Tn skill area Tlfirougn" Spring 
'86): Reaediat. Reaedia.. 

Not Needed Completed 



f ENR01LE0 
I PASS 



10 
60 



3 

33.3 



'passing defined as a grade of "C" or better. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE PASSAIC 



1984- &6 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 165 



Writing: SS 165, Essay 9 



Computation: MC 165 



Elementary Algebra: EA 176 with MC > 165 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters). 



FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Reading: 92 73 
Writing: 97 79 
Computation: 90 61 
Elementary Algebra: 60 40 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 






% 


u % 


Reading: 


2 


0.6 


2 1.2 


Writing: 


0 


0.0 


2 1.1 


Computation: 


0 


0.0 


1 0.5 


Elementary Algebra: 


2 


13.3 


0 0.0 



erJc 
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( 

PASSAIC COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR RE^OIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, HATH OOf^UTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL I9b< COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUK*€R 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Utima of Course^ 


Total No. 
£nro! lod 
In Course 


No mo Of 7©$t 

AdmJnl % tered 


1 

Section 
of Tost 
A (inl nl stored 


Minimum Score 
Hoodnd to Deter- 
mine Proficiency^ 


h3 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent S*ud*»nt^ 

Attaining Win. 
Lev*! on Po*t-tn%» 4 


Moon 


Standard 
Deviation 


Hnon 


Standard 
Oovletlon 
























EN004 
Dev. Writing 


106 


Holistic 
Essay 




8 


32 


6. 


1.56 


7.85 


0.97 


65.6% 


RD004 
Dev. Reading 


80 


Stanford A 
Diaqnostic 


Read. Hnmp. 


38 

or lOll Gr Kqv 


21 


34.7* 


5.19 


37.76 


6.59 


52.4% 


MA 004 Applic. 
Basic Math 


102 


NJCBSPT 
80/81 


Qanputation 


SS 170 


24 


19.5 


3.96 


23.38 


4.21 


75.0% 





































































OA O 



EMC 
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JERSET 8ASIC SKILLS" COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Rarita n Wiley 

OEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATIOM EFFECTIVENESS REflTCT 8 ASIC S KILL AREA Read T 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER I of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 675 PART-TIME 320 

2. Students tested (and t of FULL-TIKE PART-TIME 
those counted in #1 above): I t # t 

673 99.7 309 96.5 

J. students needing remediation FULL -TIKI PA^I-IIHE 

(t of those tested): # * It 

250 37.1 118 38.1 

4. Students enrolled :n appropriate reaedtai courses m any seoester fro* suocer '84 to Spring 
•86 (I of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

# t ft 

237 94.8 103 87.2 

Course enroiiaent |any seoester froo Suaaer '84 to Spring '8Sf and outcbaci for final" TevcT of 

reeedlatfon: — 



to 
On 
O 



FULL-TIME 

'Enrolled tPass tFail Withdrew 
237 87 8 3 



PART-TIME 

lEnrolled tPass iFail Withdrew 
103 60 15 10 



6. Pre- and post-test results for reoeo lal courses in ski i I area: iee auacneo . 



7. Four-semester follow up of full-tlae students (cased on spring no oaia): 

TERM 0ATA (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE 0ATA 

Renedlat. Retaediat. Reoediat. ' Reoediat. Reoediat. Rereediat. 
Not Heeded Coopleted Not Completed | Not Needed Complet ed Not Completed 



TOTAL f 


424 


206 


43 








i RETURHED SPR.'86 (t) 


I67i 39.3) 


74( 35.9) 


6( 13.9) 1 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


13.8 


11.8 


7.8 


42.2 


34.9 


17.3 


HE AN CREDITS EARNE0 


13.2 


11.1 


6.8 


41.2 


33.3 


13.9 


MEAN GPA 


2.74 


2.25 


1.47 


2.71 


2.26 


1.59 


X GPA > 2.0 


86 


72 


17 • 


90 


84 


0 


X SUCCESSFUL *.U* 


34 


26 


2 


36 


30 


0 



8. Performance of fuw~t»«e students in first coliegc-iovei course 7n slTlT arc* UhTGUgTr STTrtnrr 
36): Reecdiat. Reaediat. 

Not Needed Coopleted 



§ ENR0LLE0 209 102 

t PASS 97 92 



ROTCS: 



(V0303873 
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NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
0EPARTMENT OF HIGHER E0UCATI0N 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 

EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE R aritan Valley 
8 ASIC SKILL ARE A WrTUng 
AREA KIHEER 2 oT5 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 675 PART-TIME 320 



2. Students tested (and t of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# t 

6/3 99.7 



PART -TIME 
# t 

309 96.5 



tudents needing reoedMtion 
(I of those tested): 



FULL-TJKc ' 

# i 

227 33.7 



FakT-TiKE 
# t 
91 29.4 



f. Students enr6TTeu*~Tfi appropriate reaediai courses in any seoester 4 roa Sucner *84 to Spring 
•86 (t of those identified in #3 above): — 

FULL-TIKE PART-TIME 
i 'i # t 

217 S5.5 81 39.0 



5. rourse enrolToent ( any seoesfc? froo Siwser TJTToSprfng r 86) and outcooes Tor TTnaT level of 
reoedlation: 



/Enrolled 
217 



FULL-TIME 
tPass {Fall 



: Withdrew 



81 



15 



lEnrolled 



PART-TIME 
♦Pass tFail 



Withdrew 



6. Pre- and post-test results for recedial courses m sKiii area: See attacnea 

7. Fo*j *e»ester follow up of full-tioe stuoents (based on spring io data): 

TERM 0ATA (SPRING *86) 
Reoediat. Recedfat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Coopleted Not Coopleted 



TOTAL I 


445 


176 


51 * 








# RETURNE0 SPR.*86 (t) 


173( 38.7) 


60( 34.0) 


K 1.9) ' 








ME AM CREOITS ATTEMPTED 


13.8 


11.3 


6.0 


41.3 


34.8 


13.0 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 


13.2 


10.9 


6.0 


40.1 


33.8 


6.0 


MEAN GPA 


2.70 


2.37 


1.50 


2.66 


2.37 


0.69 


t GPA ^ 2.0 


84 


82 


o • 


86 


78 


0 


t SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL' 


32 


28 


O 1 


33 


2/ 


0 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Reaediat. Reoediat. Renedlat. 
Not Neeucd Coopleted Not Complete* 



ff. Performance oF Tull-timc students Th first coTTege^IeveT course To skill area T through Spring 
86): Remedlat. Renedlat. 



I ENROLLED 
t PASS 



Not Needed 



246 
96 



Co opleted 

67 
87 



NOTES: 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984 S6 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Raritan Valley 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8ASIC SKILL ARE A Computation 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK8ER 3 or 4 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984 -bo INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Raritan Valley 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8 ASIC SKILL AkE A Algeora 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 4 oT4 



I 

ON 



1. Students required to be tested: fULL-TIME 675 PART-TIME 320 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
673 99./ 



PART-TIME 
# X 

309 96.5 



3. Students needing remediation FULL-TIME 
(1 of tho>e tested): f X 

23i 34 J 



I X 

170 55.0 



4. students enrolled in approprlote remedial courses in any seoester TFoa Sdnner '84 to Spring 
•86 (x of those identified in #3 above): 



FULL-TIKE 

I X 
195 84.4 



PART-TIME 
# X 
106 62.3 



course enrollment (any seiaester troa Susaer "84 to Spring "86) and outcomes for fi nal level of 

reaediatlon: 

FULL-TIME 



lEnrolled 

=95 



XPass 
63 



XFail 
26 



XWithdrew 



/Enrolled 
106 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFail 



XWithdrew 



57 



V 



6. Pre- and post-test results for reoedial courses in skill area: see atiacneU. 

7. Four-seoester follow up c. ruh- droe students (based on Spring '8b tiataj: 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remc Wat. Reoediat. Reoodiat. ' Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not heeded Cccpleted Not Completed . Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL # 


478 


123 


72 






9 RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 


>54( 32.2) 


51( 41.4) 


0( 0.0) 1 






MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 


13.8 


10.8 




42.0 


30.4 


ME AM CREOITS EARNED 


13.2 


9.9 


1 


41.0 


28.7 


MEAN GPA 


2.68 


2.07 


1 


2.68 


2.13 


X GPA > " 0 


85 


63 


1 


86 


61 


X SUCCESSK SURVIVAL 


27 


26 


1 


29 


25 



8. Performance of full -tine students in first coiiege-ievei course in sum ar*»a Unrougn spring 
86): Reoediat. Reoediat. 



Not Needed Cocpleted 



I ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



202 
85 



22 
95 



ROTES: 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 675 PART-TIME 320 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
673 99.7 



PART-TIME 
f X 

309 96.5 



3. Students needing remediation ' 
U of those tested): 



f-ULL-iiKE 
f X 
154 22.8 



KAKI-MMt 

f x 

85 27.5 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate reoedial courses in any semester froo Simmer '84 to Spring 
■86 (X of those identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

i X IX 
138 89.6 83 97.6 



5. Cour^ enrol ioen* ( any semester frog Suaraer '84 to Spring '86) and out cooes for hnai level of 
reoei nation: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 


/Enrolled XPass XFail XWithdrew 


( Enrol led 


?Pass XFail XWithdrew 


138 62 14 8 


83 


70 16 6 



6. Pre and post-test results for reoedial courses in skill area: see attached. 

7. Four-senester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '8b data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING *86) 
Recediat. Reoediat. Q eoedia'.. 
Not Needed Cocpleted Not Cocpleted 



TOTAL 1 


519 


86 


68 








t RETURNEO SPR. '85 (X) 


122( 23.5) 


71( 82.5) 


3( 4.4) ' 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


14.2 


11.1 


10.5 


43.8 


31.5 


?9.7 


MEM CREOITS EARNED 


13.6 


10.1 


9.7 


42.5 


29.6 


27J 


MEAN GPA 


2.71 


2.22 


2.48 


2.70 


2.31 


2.50 


X GPA > 2.0 


85 


69 


67 


88 


81 


67 


X SUCCESSFUL SUPVIVAL 


24 


57 


3 


23 


59 


3 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reoediat. Re*edi*t. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Cocpleted Not Complete* 



S. T^rforroance of full-TTme students in first col iege-ievei course in skill area (through Spring 
'86): Reoediat. Reoediat. 

Not Needed Cocpl eted 



# ENrtOLLEO 
I C ASS 



146 

86 



28 
96 



notes: 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEG E RARITAN VALLEY 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which studtnts were placed into remediation (NjCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading: RC 162 
Writing: SS 162 



Computation: MC 165 



Elementary Algebra: EA 167 with MC > 165 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 95 85 

Writing: 91 67 

Computation; 84 62 

Elementary Algebra: 90 96 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

# % U % 

Reading: 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Writing: 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Computation: 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Elementary Algebra: 0 0.0 0 0.0 



34J 
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RAPITAN VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 




PRE -TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR Rt MEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



No»o of Course* 


Total No. 
Enrol led 
In Course 


Name of Test 
A&a\ nl stored 


Section 
of Test 
Attain) stored 


minimum Score 
Needed to Deter- 
mine Proficiency^ 


N 3 


PRE -TEST 


POST-TEST 


rot CDIIT JTUCKJNTa 

Attaining Mln. 
Level on Post-test 4 


Moan 


Standard 
Davlatlon 


Hosn 


Standard 
Deviation 
























Effective 
Reading 


161 


NJCBSPT 


Reading 
Comore- 
. tension . 


Standard 
Score 162 


134 


144.? 


5.8 


163.0 


9.7 


69% 


Critical 
Reading 


179 


NJCBSPT 


Heading 
Comp 


Standard 
Score 162 


158 


57.5 


2.6 


167.3 


6.6 


85% 


Basic Com- 
position 


298 


NJCBSPT 


Sentence 
Sense 


Standard 
Score 162 


178 


48. e 


9.84 


161.3 


8.69 


51% 


Seminar 






















basic 

Arithmetic 


301 


NJCBSPT 


Computation 


Standard 
Score 165 


146 


56.2 


5.39 


171.4 


5.96 


86% 


tlementary 
Algebra 


239 


NJCBSPT 


Algebra 


Standard 
Score 165 


145 


157.1 


5.79 


172.7 


6.70 


84% 



ERIC 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPAR1HENT Of HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
"EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Salea 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Reading 

ASEA NUK3ER 1 of 4 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 jgSTl T UTIONAL PROF 1LE 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEG E Salea 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Writing 

AREA N'^BER 2 of 4 



I 

to 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 230 PART-TIME 130 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 230 PART-TIME 130 _ 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In fl above): 



FULL-TIME 
* X 

?30 100.0 



PART-TIME 
i X 
122 93.8 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In fl above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
230 100.0 



PART-TIME 
I X 

122 93.8 



indents needing remediation 
(f of those tested): 



FUU-TIHE 
f X 
106 46.0 



HART-TIHE 
f X 
31 25.4 



3. students needing remediation 
(1 of those tested): 



KILL- 1 «E 
f X 
108 46.9 



FAKl-l int 
f X 

37 30.3 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any secies ter from Suwaer '84 to spring 
*86 (X of those Identified In 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
IX # x 

92 86.7 15 48.3 



4\ Students enrolled Tn appropriate reoedial Courses in any sew 
'86 (X of those Identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
I X IX 
102 94.4 20 54.0 



froa Suaraer '84 to Spring 



5. Course enrolment jany semester f ronT Summer '84 to Spring 86} and outcooes for fina l level o 

reaedlatlon: 

FULL-TIME 

/Enrolled XPass XFall twlthdrew 



92 



65 



24 



11 



5. Course en/oi iment Tany sec»esTer Troa Stmner '84 to Spring ttbj and outcomes tor final level of 
remediation: 



f Enrolled 
15 



b. Pre- and post- test results for reoedial courses In skill area: No post-cest data 



PART-TIME 






FULL-TIME 






PART-TIME 




XPass XFall 


XWlthdrew 


lEnrolled 


XPass XFall 


XWlthdrew 


' f Enrol led 


XPass XFall 


XWlthdrew 


67 20 


13 


80 


65 25 


10 


! 13 


69 8 


8 



7. Four- semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spr 

TERH OATA (SPRING '86) 
Reotdlat. Reaedlat. Reaedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL 1 


124 


60 


46 








I RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 


55( 44.3) 


29( 48.3) 


4( 8.6) ' 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEHPTEO 


14 


12 


14 


58 


<•«» 


49 


MEAH CREOITS EARNEO 


11 


9 


11 


51 


35 


44 


HEAM GPA 


2.45 


1.83 


2.75 


2.68 


2.0b 


2.57 


X GPA > 2.0 


76 


52 


100 ' 


84 


52 


100 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


34 


25 


9 


37 


25 


9 



ng '66 data J: 

CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reaedlat. Reaedlat. Remedlat. 

Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



6. Pre- and post-test results for reoedlai courses in skill area: ho post-test data. 
/. Four- sere ster follow up of tuii-tloe students (based on spring 'bb dlTaTi 



TERH OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Renedfat. Re»edlat. Reoediat. 1 Remediat. Remedlat. Renedlat. 
Not Needed Completed N ot Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Coopleted 



u. periormance or run. tine students in rirst coiiege-ievel course Tn skill area (through Spring - 
'86)': Rewdlat. Reaedlat. 



# ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



Not Needed 



104 

78 



Completed 

39 
82 



TOTAL # 


122 


53 


56 






§ RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 


58( 47.5) 


30( 56.6) 


2( 3.D 1 




45 15 


MEAH CREt/iTS ATTEMPTEO 


14 


13 


3 


59 


MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 


12 


8.7 


0 


53 


32 3 


MEAN GPA 


2.57 


1.75 


0.0 


2.74 


1.93 0.66 


X GPA > 2.0 


03 


47 


0 


90 


47 0 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


39 


26 


o • 

1 


43 


26 0 


Per oTTuTr-Uine 


ffudents 


rrTTTrsI^oT 


legc-TeveT course Tn skill area t through Spring 


•86)'. 




Reaedlat. 


Reoedlat. 








Not Needed 


Coapleted 







i ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



107 
77 



44 
75 



NOTES: 



'Note that 5X of students transferred In credits for English 101. 



'Note that 5X of students transferred In credits for English 101. 
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HEW JERSEY BASIC SKIUS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL NOFILE COLLEGE Salea 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHE 3UCATJ0N EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SHlTTgE A Computation 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 oTT 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS :0UNCIL 1934-66 INSTITUTIONAL PRO FILE COLLEGE Silea 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOU'.ATION ErFEClIYENESS REPORI BASIC smTTTCE A Algebra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK8ER 4 bl j 



Ln 
1 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 230 P' iME 130 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in fl above): 



3. Students needing rcae4fatlon 
(I of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
f 1 

230 100.0 

~ FULL-TIHE 
f 1 
90 39.1 



PART-TIME 
§ I 
122 93.6 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 230 PART-TIME 130 

2. Students tested Und * of 
those counted in fl above): 



FULL-TIME 

i X 
230 100.0 



PART-TIME 

f I 
122 93.8 



PARNTIHC 
# 1 
31 2S.4 



3. Students needing rcocdutlon 
(t of those tested): 



FUU-TIHT" 

i X 
123* 53.4* 



PAR i -TimE 
I I 
81* 66.3* 



3. Students enrolled in appropriate reoedial courses Tn any semester from Susreer 1R to Spring A. Students enroTTc3 Tn approprTaTe roacJTaT course* T.n any seaesTer Trti Sooner to SprTnT 

'86 (I of these identified in 13 above): '86 {I of those identified in #3 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f 1 
U2 91.1 



PART-TIME 

f I 
18 S8.0 



FULL-TIME 
t I 
74** 60.1** 



PART-TIME 
f t 
34** 41.9** 



5. Course enrol lacnt (any semester Troa Suswcr ^HJ to Spring ^Bb~J an J ouTcooes TorTfnaT level oT 
remediation: 



I Enrol led 



FULL-TIME 
IPass iFail 



twlthdrev 



82 61 25 13 

6. Pre- and post-teit results for reoeoTal course 



lEnrolled 



PART-TIME 
IPass iFail 



Withdrew 



18 83 6 11 

in sTcfTTTrea. ~)Jo posT-Tcst data. "~ 



/. Four-seoesier follow up oT full-tine students (based on Spring '86 data): 

TERH DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. ' Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Ccapleted Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 

TOTAL / 140 48 

I RETURNEO SPR.'86 (I) 67( 47.8) 20( 41.6) 
MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 14 12 
MEAN CREOITS EARKEO 11 8.7 
MEAN GPA 2.40 1.65 

% GPA > 2.0 75 55 

I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 38 23 

■ 

b. Performance of fun -tioe students Tn TTrsT coliege^TeveT course In $tm area trough Spring 
'66): Reoediat. Reoediat. 

Not Needed Conpleltd 



5. tburse enroTToent |any_ seacster Troo Simer "TTT To SprTng^ToT^nff oulcooes for TfriaT level of 
remediation: 

FULL-TIHE ' PART-TIME 

lEnrolled IPass IFail Withdrew J lEnrolled IPass iFa il Withdrew 

74 66 22 12 ' 34 65 21 15 

6. Pre- and post-test results for reaedial courses In skill area: No post-test data. " " 

7. Four-senester follow up ot full-tiat students (based on spring 'bo data): 

TERH OAT* (SPRING '86) ' CUKULATIVE OATA 

Reoediat. Reoediat. Rexedlat. ' Reoediat. ReosdUt. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Completed Nc» Coopleted 'Not Needed Comicted Not Coopletc* 



42 








TOTAL # 


156 


49 


25 








K 2*3) ' 








§ RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 


61( 39.1) 


25( 51.0) 


«( 16.0) 1 








0 


57 


43 


9 


MEAN CREOITS ATTEKPTE0 


14 


12 


11 


57 


44 


39 


0 


49 


32 


3 


MEAN CREOITS EARNE0 


12 


10 


6 


49 


39.8 


22 


0 


2.65 


1.93 


1.CC 


MEAN GPA 


2.35 


2.21 


1.42 ' 


2.55 


2.57 


1.07 


0 ' 


84 


45 


0 


I GPA > 2.0 


72 


72 


25 


77 


72 




0 


40 


19 


0 


1 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


28 


37 


4 


30 


37 


4 



ff. FerToraance oTTuTI^Uoe students TnTTrsT coiiege-leveT course Tn stTTT area (through spring 
'86): Reoediat. Reoediat. 



f ENROLLED 
S PASS 



25 
84 



18 

67 



§ ENR0LLE0 
1 PASS 



Not Needed 



51 

96 



Coopleted 

36 
06 



notes: 



•Includes Students requiring algebra but first required to take cooputatlon (34 FT ft 21 PT), 
and students not squired by prograo to take algebra (46 FT ft 32 PT). 

"Corresponding enrollment breakouts (see above footnote): 13 FT ft 8 PT, and 18 Fl ft 5 PT. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE SALEM 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a Criteric below which students were placed into remediation (N J CBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 163 



Writing: SS 163 



Computation: MC 161 t in-house test 



Elementary Algebra: EA 168, in-house test 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring 85 (i.e., within two semesters): 



FULL-TIMF PART-TIME 
Reading: 86 42 
Writing: 97 54 
Computation: 91 61 
Elementary Algebra: 100 68 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring 86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropnite remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIM 7 * 


PART-TIME 






i 


# % 


Reading: 


5 


4,7 


4 12.9 


Writing: 


0 


0.0 


1 2,7 


Computation: 


1 


1.1 


3 9.6 


Elementary Algebra: 


5 


4.0 


8 9.8 
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HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS CO^iL 
DEPARTMENT OF HlGKfR EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTIflJTIOHAl PSOFIL r 

— ancumia report — 

(Fall 1584 Lohort) 



COLLEG E Susse x 

BASIC snUrXffTA Read & Writ 

AREA NUK3ER 1 oTT" 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME PART-TIME !65 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f 1 



PART-TIME 
165 1G0.0 



J. Students needing reoediation 
(X o* those tested): 



FULL-TIKE 



PART-TIK£ 
i X 
35 21 .2 



4. Students enrolled In appropriate remedial courses in any 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 



FULL-TIKE 



semester from Suaner '84 to Spring 
PART-TIME 
35 100.0 



5. Course enrollment (any semester troa Susser b4 to Spring 'dt>) and outcomes tor final level of 
remediation: 



FULL-TIKE 
lEnrolled XPass f Fail 


Withdrew ' #Enro11ed 


PART-TIME 
XPass IFall 


Withdrew 




! 35 


68 0 


11 


o. rre- ana post-test results for 


remedial courses In skill area. 


See attached. 




7. Four-semester sol low up of full 


-time students (based on Spring 


'86 data) 1 : 





TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA 

Remediat. Remediat. Reoediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Wot Weeded Completed Wot Complete* ' Wot Weeded Completed Wot Completed 

TOTAL * 

# RETURNED SPR/86 (X) ( ) ( ) ( ) ' 
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 
WEAN CREDITS EARNED 
MEAN GPA 

X GPA > 2.0 • 
X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 

i 

8. performance or FuTI time students in first coliege-ievei course in sun area (through spring 
'86)': Remediat. Remediat. 



Remediat. 
Net Needed 



D epleted 



y ENROLLED 
X PASS 



NBf JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFIL E 

krr'ECrmNKS REPORT — 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Sussex 

BASIC Sgm~XKE A Computation* 
AREA NUMBER 2 of 3 



1. Stud-.nts required to be tested: FULL-TIME PART-TIME 165 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 



PART-TIME 
I X 
165 1G0.0 



J. Students needing remediation 
U of those tested): 



FULL- TIME 
I X 



PAKJ-llMb 
f X 
73 44.2 



J. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Sunaer '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified In #3 above): ~ 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
# X # X 

48 65.7 



5. Course enrollment ( any semester from Susher *B4 to Spring '85) arte* outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




fEnrolled IPass IFall Withdrew 


J /Enrolled 


IPass IFaH 


\ Withdrew 




! 48 


88 0.04 


0.08 



/. Four-sec* er follow up of full-time students (baseo on Spring 'bo data)*: 



TERH DATA (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE DATA 

Remediat. Reoediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Cogpletsd ' Not heeded Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL # 

9 RETURNED SfR.'Sfi (x) 

MEAN CtfvlTS ATTEMPTED 

MEAN CREDITS EARNED 

MEAN GM 

X GPA > 2.0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



( 



) 



( 



) 



( 



) 



d. Performance of full-tTmc students in TTrst college-level course in sTTT 1 area (through spring 
*86)': Remediat. Remediat. 

Completed 



Not Needed 



I ENROLLED 
X PASS 



Throughout, »>T represents students tested by Sussex--FT data not available since students 
presumed to be reported by other Institutions. 
'Not applicable. 



'Course includes some algebra content. 

Throughout, PT represents students tested by Sussex— FT **ata not available since students 
presumed to be reported by other institutions. 
'Not applicable. 
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HEW JERSEY BASF SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1 984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



C LEGE Sussex 

BAoIC SKILL ARE A Algebra 

AREA NUMBER 3 oF~3 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL -TIKE PART-TIME 165 



2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME 
those counted in #1 above): § % 



PART-TIME 
# % 
165 100.0 



J. Students needing remediation FULL-TIK 
(% of those tested): # 



PART-TIME 
# % 
57 34.5 



4. students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer '84 to Spring 
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIML" 
§ % § % 

36 63.1 



5. Course enrollment (any semester from Summer '84 to Spring '86) ..d outcomes for final ievel of 
remediation: — — - 
FULL-TIME 



Enrolled SPass %Fail Withdrew 



PART-TIME 
^Enrolled SPass %Fail 



^Withdrew 



36 78 0.05 

o. pre- ana post-test results for remeaiai courses in skill area: See attached. 



/. Pour-semester follow up of full-time students (fcased on Spring '86 data) 1 : 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL # 

f RETURNED SPR.'85 {%) 

MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 

MEAN CREDITS EARNED 

MEAN GPA 

% GPA > 2.0 

% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed C csipmted Not Completed 



8. Performance "»f full-time students in first cir /ege-level course in skill area (tr.rounh spring 

36)'* QamaAi** Rii.<iii;*» 



Remediat 
Not Neede' 



Remediat. 
Completed 



i ENROLLED 
% PASS 



NOTES: 



Throughout, PT represents students tested by Sussex— FT data not available since students 
presumed to be reported by other institutions. 
'Not applicable. 
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:<£W JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEG E SUSSEX 



1984-88 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading:* RC 165 and Essay 7 
Writing: (No separate writing course) 
Computation: MC 165 
Elementary Algebra: EA 167 and MC > 165 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate r Hal 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading:* — 37 

Writing: 

Computation: — 55 

Elementary Algebra: — 54 



4b. Students idetdified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 

enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skiV a: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

n % n % 

Reading:* — — 0 0.0 

Writing: — — — 

Computation: — — 12 16.4 

Elementary Algebra: — — 20 35.0 

•Reading and Writing. 
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SUSSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE ("MISSION 



PT£-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRiNG 1986 



Nome of Course' 












PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent Students 


Total No. 
Enrol lod 
In Course 


Noma of Test 
Adntl nl tiered 


Section 
of Tost 
Admlnl stered 


Hlnlnua Score 
Needed to Deter- 
mine Proficiency 2 




Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 


Moan 


Standard 
Deviation 


Attaining Htn. 
Level on Post-test* 


ENG 010 




NJCBSPT 




165 




153 


7.01 


170 


9.53 


98 


ENG 010 
ENG 010 


ih 


NJCBSPT 
NJCBSPT 


\ SS & RC 


165 
165 


33 | 


143 
149 


6.54 
13.40 


167 
174 


1.92 
2.69 


100 
100 


ENG 010 
ENG 010 


9/ 


NJCBSr' 1 
NJCBSPT 




165 
165 




152 
151 


11.55 
8.16 


165 
165 


1.25 
1.25 


I 98 
98 


MA 010 
MA 010 




NJCBSPT 
NJCBSPT 


MC & EA 


167 (EA) 


44 


155 
149 


7.16 


173 
176 


5.76 


96 (EA) 


MA 020 




NJCBSPT 




167 




153 


8.56 


168 


1.78 


98 


MA 020 




NJCBSPT 




167 


36 | 


153 


10.40 


170 


5.63 


100 


MA 020 


14/ 


NJCBSfi 




167 




151 


5.06 


174 


8.01 


100 



36i 



3 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-66 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Unfon 
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATIO" EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC syTTCAKt A Reading 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUH8ER 1 of 4 



NEW JER'iEY BASIC SKTILS COUNCIL 1984-8 6 INSTITUTIONA L PROFILE COLLEGE Union 

OEPARTHi:NT OF HIGHER ELATION EFFECTIVENESS "KtPlTCT BASIC snmffE A Writing 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NIW8ER 2 of 4 



I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL -TIME 960 PART-TIME 413 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
913 95.1 



PART-TIME 
I X 

303 73.3 



1. Students required to be tested: Fl -TIME 960 PART-TIME 413 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 abc e): 



FULl-fiME 

f : 

913 95.1 



PART-TIME 
I X 

303 73.3 



3. students needing remediation 
(X of those testtJ): 



~fuli-;imt 
# x 

537 58.8 



f i 

155 51.1 



3. Students neeaing remediation • FULL-TIME 
(X of those tested): I X 

406 44.4 



PART-TIME 
I X 
112 36.9 



4^ students enrolled in appropriate remedial cou ses in any semester from Suswcr- '84 to Sprin" 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 



fi«ll-y:me 

I X 

505 94.0 



PART-TIME 
I X 
97 62.5 



4, Students enrolled J" appi opriate resedlal courses in any semester from Sumner '84 to Spring 
■86 (X of those identified In #3 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

380 93.5 



PAP.T-TIHE 
I X 
58 51.7 



5. Course enrollment (any semester froa Summer '84 to Spring '86 J and out cooes for ffnal level of 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




f Enrol led XPass XFall 


XWithdrew 


| f Enrol led XPass XFall 


XWithdrew 


505 71.8 .5.9 


8.5 


| 97 63.9 22.7 


8.? 



5. Course en-\i ipc.U [any semester froa Summer 14 to Spring '8b) and outcomes for fjntl level of 
remediation: 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

f Enrol led XPass XFall XWithdnw 1 lEnrolled XPass XFall ^Withdrew 



5.2 



b. Pre- and post-test results for reaedial courses in skill area: see attached. 

7Tr our -semester folio* up or fuii-tioe students i based on Spring '86 data): 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Renediat. Reraedlat. Reoediat. 1 Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 

Not Heeded Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 

*'.TAL I 



MEAN CREOITS EARNED 

MEAN GPA 

X GPA > 2.0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



376 


362 


175 








TOTAL # 


507 ,/3 


214( 56.9) 


221 ( 61.0) 


46( 26.2)' 
11.9 








1 RETURNcO SKR.'86 (X) 


284( 56.0) <57( 


13.3 


12.5 


46.6 


31.6 


26.0 


MEAN CREOITS (TTEMPTEO 


13.2 12.3 


10.6 


8.06 


7.04 


44.1 


28.1 


23.4 


MEAN CREOITS ;ARNED 


10.3 7.97 


2.31 


1.60 


1.44 


2.46 


2.01 


1.80 


MEAN GPA 


2.20 1.60 


67.1 


29.8 


37,0 


77.6 


54.8 


50.0 


X GPA > 2.0 


62.1 34.9 


38.2 


18.2 


9.7 


44.2 


r.s 


13.1 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


34.8 20.1 



380 71.8 17.1 7.9 j 58 56.9 27.6 

b. Pre- and post-iest results for r dial courses in skill area: See attached. 

/. Four -semester rot low up or full -time students (based on Spring '8b data): 

TERM TATA r 3PRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE DATA 

Remedlat. Reoedat. Remedlat. 1 Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Coapl *ted Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not C o mplete* 

133 

) * ct 33.8)' 
K $ 
6.09 
1.22 
23.3 
7.9 



Performance of full-time students In first co11ege~Je*el course tn skill area (through Spring 
'86): Reoediat. Rewdiat. 

Not Needed 



44.5 


29.7 


22.8 


41.8 


26,4 


20.1 


2.39 


1.98 


1.73 


76.4 


51.0 


42 2 


42.8 


29.3 


14.^ 



# ENROLLED 
X PASS 



193 
94.3 



Completed 

180 
91.1 



'86): 



I ENROLLED 
X PASS 



Remedlat. 
Not Needed 



263 
94.7 



Remediat. 
Completed 

123 

P9.6 



HOTEST 



erJc 
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NEW JERSEY bASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COL1 CE Union 
OEPARIHlNT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS RtPORT 8 ASIC SKILL ARE A Computation 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 oTT" 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 960 PART-TIME 413 

2. Students tested (and 1 of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f 1 
913 95.1 



PART-TIME 
f 1 

303 73.3 



3. Students needing remediation 
(I of those tested): 



PART-TIME 
168 55.4 



run - lint 
1 I 
514 



4. Students enrolled In appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Sumner '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
#1 # % 

484 94.1 104 61.9 



I 
1 



5. Course enrollment (any semester frog Summer '89 to spring tit) and outcomes for nna) level or 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 






PART-TIME 




lEnroiled lPass lFall 


IWfthdrew 1 


/Enrolled 


:Pass lFail 


IWlthdre* 


464 69.6 16.3 


13.9 


104 


68.3 20.2 


11.5 


b". Pre- and post- test results fo- 


remedial courses 


fn skill area; 


See attached. 





7. Four- seaester follow up or ruM-tlne students (based on spring '86 data) 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Remediat. Reaediat. RemHiat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL I 


399 


337 


177 








# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (S) 


219( 54.8) 


20O( 59.3) 


63( 35.5)' 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


13.3 


12.6 


12.9 ' 


45.7 


31.7 


29.4 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 


10.4 


8.36 


6.71 


43.2 


28.7 


25.6 


MEAN GPA 


2.24 


1.70 


1.39 


2.43 


2.07 


1.75 


I GPA > 2.0 


63.9 


38.3 


36.7 


77.2 


54.0 


54.0 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


35.1 


22.7 


53.1 


42.4 


32.0 


19.2 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



8. Performance or full -tine stud 1 nts in first college-level course In skill area [through 5pr l..g 
'86): Rewediat. .lemedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 



f ENROLLED 
I PASS 



96 

91.7 



45 
73.3 



ERIC 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1961-86 1NS,*TUTI0NAL PROflLE COLLEGE Union 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8 ASIC SjflLTTffE A Algebra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 4 oT^T 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 960 PART-TIME 413 

2. Students tested (and I of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in #1 above): # I # I 

913 95.1 303 73.3 

3. Students needing remediation i FULL-TIME HART-TiHE 
{% of those tested: I % # * 

104 11.3 47 15.5 

Students enrbTTeJIn appropriate remedial courses m any" semeTTer~7roni Summer ^To"5prTng 
'86 (* of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

# X § I 

93 89.4 28 59.5 

5. Course enrollment fahy semester Troii Summer '84 to Spring '86) am outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 

lEnroiled TPass iFaij ^Withdrew 
93 64.5 23.7 11.8 



PART-TIME 

/Enrolled lPass lFail ^Withdrew 
28 60.7 17.9 21.4 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses fn skill area: See attached. 



/. Four- seine ster roilow up or run -time students t^sed or JprTng 8b data): 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 1 Remediat Remediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Neeoed Completed Not Complete 



TOTAL I 


295 


6u 


44 • 






i 


I RETUrNEO SPP.'86 (l) 


174( 58.9) 


30( 50.0) 


18( 40.S) 1 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


13.6 


12.6 


11.5 


47.7 


42.3 


30.8 


MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 


n.o 


9.50 


6.72 


45.7 


39.3 


23.8 


MEAN GPA 


2.34 


2.01 


1.98 


2.52 


2.34 


!.66 


I GPA > 2.0 


69.8 


46.7 


22.2 


81.6 


80.0 


33.3 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


41.2 


23.4 


16.7 


48.1 


40.0 


13.6 



tt. Performance of Full -time students Tn First college-level courseTn skill area (through Spring 
'86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Needed Co mpleted 



I ENROL LEO 79 10 

I PASS 93.7 90.0 



HOTTST" 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE UNION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a . Criteria below which students w ?re placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 164 



Writing: SS 166 



Computation: MC 165 



Elementary Algebra: M 167 and curriculum requiring math 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in (J ski]] area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters); 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 93 62 

Writing: 90 50 

Computation: 94 60 

Elementary Algebra: 86 53 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 




ft 


% 


H % 


Reading: 


18 


3.3 


17 10.9 


Writing: 


24 


5.9 


14 12.5 


Computation: 


14 


2.7 


25 14.8 


Elementary Algebra: 


7 


6.7 


12 25.5 



36 1 

er|c ~ 273 - 



UNION COUNTY COLLEGE 



PRE -TEST ANO POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MATM COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1964 THROUGH SPRING K 



No*e of Court** 


Total Ho. 
Enrol ted 
<n Course 


New* of Test 
Administered 


Section 
of Tost 
Administered 


Minimum Score 
Needed to Deter- 
mine Proficiency^ 


it 3 


PRl 


:-test 

Standard 
Deviation 


po; 

Mean 


iT-TEST 
Standard 
Devi at ion 


Perc<* t Students 
Attaining 5*ln, 
LoveC on r*osT-Te'>T^ 
























Intro to Coll 

Reading 

EMC 088 


ege 

225 


NJCBSPT 


Essay 


5 




6.58 


1.63 


5.60 


2.02 


70.1* 


Intro to Colle 
Writi"Q FUG OS 


ge 

R 157 


N.irRCLPT 






62 


5.97 


I.Vi 


5.3^ 


1.71 


63.9* 


Computation 
mat nm 




N.IPR^PT 








5fi ?: 


3.99 1 


n.52 


2.12 


91.63; 


Algebra 

MAT 002 & 022 




NJCBSPT 


A Igebra 


166 (raw 11.5 


55 1 


59.3J 


ii.jo i 


'9.76 


2.80 


J00.05i 















































9 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILIS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 



(Fall 1*34 Cohort) 
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 93 ^ PART-TIME 75 



COLLEGE Warren 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Read I Writ 

AREA NUMBER TT1 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
100.0 



PART-TIME 
# * 
59 78.6 



J. Students needing remediation 
(I of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
9 X 
23 23.4 



PARI- TIME 
f I 
21 35.5 



4. StudenT enrolled In appropriate remedial courses in an, semester frota Susroer '84 to 5pring 
'86 (X of those identified in « above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
# X # X 

10 43.4 8 38.0 



&. Course enrolloent (any ;e«ester froa Sjmer '6\ to Spring '86) and out cooes for final TeveT oT 
remediation: 



Enrolled 
10 



FULL-TIME 
XPass XFajj 



80 



XW Undrew 
10 



/Enrolled 



PART-TI !E 
XPass XFaH 

75 12.5 



XWithdrew 
12.5 



o. ire- ana post-test results ror reoeaiai coi ,es in skill area: Data not available. 
/. rcuf-semester toilow up ot ruii-tloe students (based on Spring '86 data). 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Coopleted Not Completed 

75 



TOTAL # 

I RETURNEO SPR/86 (X) 
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 
MEW CREOITS EARNEU 
MEAN GPA 
X GPA > 2.0 
X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 

8. Performance of full -ties students in First col 'ege-levei course Tfi ski u area (throug 
*86): Reoediat. Remediat. 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not deeded Completed Not Completed 



9 


14 






3( 33.3) 


2( 14.2) ' 






10.3 


7 


27.3 


30 


9.3 


7 


22.3 


28.5 


1.9 


2.0 


1.8 


2.1 


33 


ioo ; 


33 


100 


11 


i . 


il 


14 



l ' 'ed 



I ENROLLED 
X PASS 



Completed 
3 

67 



iftrre: 

includes In-county and out-of-state students only (out-of-county, in-state attendees are 
reported by each respective Institution). 



NEW JERSEY BASIC tXlLLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVES: 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Warren 

BASIC SKILL APE A Ccraputat^n 
AREA HUK8ER 2 oFT 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME _98j PART-TIME 75 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# X 
98 100.0 



PART-TIME 
# X 

59 78.6 



T. Students needing remediation* 
(X of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

28 .?8.5 



PAkl-nMt 
f X 
20 33.8 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate resedtal courses Tn any semester 
'86 (X of those identified In #3 above): 



froa Suaraer '84 to Spring 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
6 21.4 



PART-TIME 
f X 
3 15.0 



:>. Course enrol loen£ ( any seoester froa Sunsaer '64 to Spring '86) and ou f :ooes for final level oT 
reoediation: 



# Enrol led 



FULL-TIME 
XPass XFail 



SHithdrew 



50 



33 



# Enrol led 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFail 



100 



XWithdre* 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skim area: uata not avanaoie. 

Ing bb data): 



7. Four-seoester follow up of full-time students (based on apr 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 
Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Hot Kecded Coaplet ed Not Coapleted 



TOTAL / 70 


4 


24 






f RETURNEO SPR.'86 (X) 


1( 25.0) 


4( 16.6) 1 






MEAK CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 


9 


8.25 


46 


28.8 


MEAN 'KEOITS EARNEO 


9 


7.5 


13 


24.8 


MEA>. .PA 


3.0 


1.8 


2.6 


1.68 


X CPA ^ 2.C 


100 


50 1 


100 


50 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


25 


8 


25 


8 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Coopleted Not Couple t e« 



5T Performance of full-time students in first coHege-ieve* course in skim area tinrougb aprlrj 
86): Reoediat. Reoediat. 



f ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



Not Needed Coopleted 
1 

100 



NOTEi 



•Includes in-county and out-of-state students only (out-of-county, in-state att ndees are 
rvported by each respective institution). 



[V082187] 

3 (\t [V082187J 
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NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEP/ n JMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-8 6 INSTITUTIONAL PROFiL E 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Warren 
BASIC SCTDTRRE A Alge bra 
AREA NUMBER 3 oT3 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 98 1 PART-TIME 75 



2. Students tested (and % of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# % 
98 100.0 



PART-TIME 
§ % 
59 78.t 



3. Students needing r^ediation 
(% of those tested,. 



FULL-TIME 

§ 

67 



68.3 



PART-TIME 
§ % 
37 62.7 



4. Students enro:iea in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer 84 to Spring 
'86 [% of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIiiE 





f % 


# 


% 




12 17.9 


3 


8.1 


o. course enrollment (any semester 


from Summer 


'84 to Spring and outcomes ror final level ot 


remediation: 








FULL-TIME 






PART-TIME 


#Enrolled fcPass SFail 


^Withdrew 


^Enrolled 


SPass %Fail ^Withdrew 


12 25 42 


33 


3 


33 67 0 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial ccjries in skill area: uata not avaiiaoie. 



7. Four-semester follow up of full-tiue students (based on Spring 'tu, data): 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not d eeded Compu ted Not Completed 



TOTAL i 31 

# RETURNED SPR.*86 (%) 

MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 

MEAN CREDITS EARNED 

MEAN GPA 

% GPA •> 2.0 

% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 



1( 33.3) 

3 

3 

3.0 
100 
33 



64 

12( 18.7) 

8.6 

7.3 

2.22 

75 

14 



a. Performance ot full-time students in first college-level co 
86) : Remediat. Remediat. 

Completed 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat* 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



33 
JO 
3.6 
100 

33 



35.6 

29.2 

2.25 

75 

14 



•se in skill area itnrougn spring 



Not Needed 



# ENROLLED 
% PASS 



includes in-county and out-of-state students onij (out-of-county, in-state attendees are 
reported by each respective institution). 



[V0821871 



Or, 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATI ' 



COLLEGE WARREZJ 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFh'rjivEUESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students ve:e placed into remediation (NJCBSFT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading:* TE 161, Essay 7 

Writing: (no separate writing course) 

Computation: MC 165 

Elementary Algebra: EA 166 



4a. Percent of students identified /o* remediatL,t who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
c^ui e in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading:* 100 100 

Writing: 

Computation: 100 100 



Elementary Algebra: 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

U % # % 

Reading:* 1 4.3 2 9.5 

Writing: - — . 

Computation: 2 7.1 2 10.0 

Elementary Algebra: 10 14.9 9 24.3 



•Reading and Writing. 



9 
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NEK JERSfy BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
0EPARTK£*r OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



198A-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFtCTIVEKESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEG E Glassboro 
BASIC SKILL ARE A Reading 
AREA NUK3ER 1 of 4 



NEW JERSET BASIC SKI S COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTI ONAL PROFILE 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEG E Glassboro 
BASIC SKILL AREA W riting 
AREA NUH3ER 2 5T4 



I 

to 

oo 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL -TIKE 1040 PART-TIht 59 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in fl above): 



FULL -TIKE 

# X 
1038 99.8 



PART-TIME 
f X 

57 96.6 



3. Students needing FwdTaHon 
(X of those tested): 



frUU-MHE 
I 1 
475 45.7 



PART-TIKE 
f X 
19 33.3 



4. students enrolled :n appropriate rexedla* course 1 m any seoester troa bicner '84 to Sorina 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): * 



FULL-TIME 
# X 

463 97.4 



PART- TIME 
# % 
15 78.9 



Course enronaent (any seaester frog Suoaer '84 to Spring *W>) and nut.ooes. fnr ffn^i i»»«>i ^7 
repudiation: 



i Enroled 
463 



XPas s 
84 



L-TIME 




PART- TIME 




tFail XWithdrev 


lEnrolled 


XPass XFail 


XWithdre* 


io : 


I 15 


73 13 


7 



i-our-spoestu TOMow up ot /ju-tiee students loased on Sprinj 'Hb data): 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ■ CUMULATIVE 0ATA 

Rec^ediat. Reaediat. R?«diat. ' Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Cospleted Not ^apleted ' Not Needed Completed Not Coopleted 



TOTAL I 

# RETURNED S?R.'06 (X! 

MEAN CREDITS ATTEhPTED 

MEAN CRE0ITS EARNED 

MEAN GPA 

X CPA > 2.0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



563 387 68 1 
381( 67.6) 277( 71.5) 45( 51.1)' 

14.6 14.5 13.8 

13.0 12.3 10.9 

2.65 2.35 1.93 

82.9 75.4 60.0 

56 54 31 



59.1 


SS.2 


il * 


53.7 


*B.7 


42. 


2.71 


.43 


2.11 


87.1 


//.2 


55.5 


59 


55 


28 



b. PerToraa 



ncc or tun-tine students in first college-level course in sicill area (through Spring 
86): Reaediat. Reaediat. 



Not Needed Coapi eted 



i ENROL LEO 
X PASS 



344 
92 



233 
90 



K0TE5T 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1040 PART-TIME 59 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

1038 99.8 



PART-TIME 
I X 

57 96.6 



j. Students needing reaediat ion 



fuiL-im 

i X 

287 27.6 



PART -TIKE 
I X 
17 29.8 



(X of those to ted): 

4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any seaester froo Susner 'M4 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 

277 96.5 



PART-TIME 
I X 
14 82.3 



6. Course enrollcent jany seaester frcca Suaoer '84 to Siring '86) and outcomes for final level of 
reaediation: 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

f E nroled XPass XFail XWithdrew ' ^Enrolled XPass tFail Withdrew 

277 84 11 1 " 14 71 29 0 

o. Pre- and pest-test results for reeedial courses in still area: See attached. " — 

7. four-seoester to now up of full -tine students I based on Spring 'Uo data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING '85) 
Reaediat. Reaediat. Recediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Coaoleted 



TOTAL t 751 226 61 

f RE TURN EO SPR.'86 (X) 517( 68.8) 169( 74.7) 17( 27.8) 

MEAN CREOITS ATTEHPTEO 14.7 14.5 11.3 

MEAN CREOITS E\RNE0 12.9 12.1 6.9 

MEAN GPA 2.61 2.18 1.63 

X GPA > 2.0 82.9 68. 47. 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 57 51 13 



CUMULATIVE D*.T; 
Reaediat. Reaediat. PswdJat. 
Not Needed Completed No, Ccapletei 



58.7 


53.5 


41.S 


53.1 


46.5 


30.9 


2.66 


-» v 


2.07 


84.9 




52.9 


58 


54 


15 



fTTerforcfctnce of full -time students in first college-level course in skTT rarea~( through 5prinq~ 
66): Reaediat. Reaediat. 

dot Needed 



I ENROL LEO 
X PASS 



475 
94 



Completed 

132 
79 



NOTES: 
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HEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEG E Glassboro 

8 ASIC SKILL ARE A_C'ooputation 

AREA NUMBER 3 oTT 



NEW 1ER',£T 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPAftrH^NT OF HIGHEu EDUCATION 



1 9^4-86 INSTITU TIONAL PROFILE 

ErKCIIVUifcSS REPORT 

(Fall 1904 Cohort) 



COLLEGE G.assboro 

8 ASIC Sk/Li AREA Algebra 

AREA KfrM. 4 oTtT — 



I 

ho 
-vj 

I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1040 PART-TIME 59 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
1038 99.8 



PART-TIME 
I X 
57 96.6 



X~ Students needing remediation 
U of those tested): 



fULL-tihE 
i I 
340 32.7 



PART-TIME 
# X 
23 40.3 



4. 'iudents enrolled In appropriate remedial courses in any semester iroa burner ~B>\ to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): — 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
§ X § X 

328 96.4 18 78.2 



5. Course enrollment (any semester from summer '84 to spring Bb) and outcomes tor final level of 
remediation: 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

#Enr ^led TPass SFail XWfthdrew ' lEnrolled iPass iFail XWithdrew 



328 



8) 



13 



72 



22 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in sJcill area. see attached. 

/. rour-sewster follow up ot tull-tioe students I Da sea on Spring 'bt> data). 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OAT A 

Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Retnediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Complete. Not t .aplet ed 

TOTAL # 698 273 67 * 

§ RETURNED SPR.'86 (l) 487( 69.7) 188( 68.8) 28( 41.7)' 

MEAN CRE0U5 ATTEMPTED 14.7 14.4 *.3.2 

MEAN CREO IS cARNEO 12.9 12.2 10.2 

MEAN GPA 2.5S 15 ..06 

X GPA > 2.0 61.5 ? ..4 53.5 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 57 51 iZ * 



58.5 


54.4 


49.4 


52.8 


48.1 


39.2 


2.62 


2.45 


2.18 


83.7 


78.1 


57.1 


58 


54 


24 



■86): 



ffDTTsT~ 



I ENROLLEO 
I PASS 



Remediat. 
Not Needed 

206 
95 



Remediat. 
Crap) et°d 

80 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TiME 1040 PART-TIME 59 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
i X 
1038 99.8 



PART-TIME 
t X 
57 96.6 



3. Students needing remediation * 
(I of those tested): 



FULL-tImE 
i I 
611 58.8 



PART-TIME 
f X 
33 57.8 



4. Students enrolled in ?pprcpriate remedial courses in any semester from summer '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified i.) #3 above): — * 



e) 

FULL-TIME 
§ X 
571 93.4 



i>. Course enrollment (any semester from Summer 
reot Matfon: 

FULL-TIHE 

IEnr)11ed TPass XFail Withdrew 



PART-TIME 
I X 

22 66.6 



571 



84 



11 



to Spring '06) and out cooes tor final level of 
i Enrol led 



PART-TIME 
SPass XFail 



2Wi thdrew 



22 



86 



14 



6. Pre- and post-test results for reoediai courses in skill area: see attached. 
/. Four-semester follow up ot tuU-time students (based on Spring data); 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat 'erediat. Remed<at. 1 Remediat. R.mediat. Reuediat. 
Not Needed Com pleted Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not C ^plete 



TOTAL # 



MEAN CREOITS EARNED 

MEAH GPA 

X GPA > 2.0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



427 


43C 


173 








312( 73.0) 


330v 75.3) 


61( 35.2)' 
13.1 








14.8 


14.6 


59.8 


55.8 


50.1 


13.1 


12.3 


9.2 


54.3 


50.0 


39.6 


2.61 


2.49 


1.77 


2.69 


2.52 


2.11 


82.3 


80.0 


50.8 


85.8 


82.1 


52.4 


60 


60 


18 


63 


62 


18 



57 Performance ~oT full-time students in first college- level course in ski I i area (through Spring 
'86): Remediat. '.emediat 

Not Needed 



Coraple^ed 



I ENROLLEO 
I PASS 



103 

97 



!88 
87 



NOTES: 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HICHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE GLASS BQRO 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 166 



Writing: TE 165 w/ Essay greater th^n or equal to 7: 
TE 168 w/ Essay 6; Essay 6 



Computation: MC 170 w/ combined MC & EA 335 



Elementary Algebra: EA 174 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 


Reading: 


97 


53 


Writing: 


96 


41 


Computation: 


96 


61 


Elementary Algebra: 


87 


45 



4b. StuaWs identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 




n 


% 


* % 


Reading: 


3 


0.6 


1 5.2 


Writing: 


3 


1.0 


2 11.7 


Computation: 


8 


2.3 


1 4.3 


Elementa'7 Algebra: 


11 


1.8 


2 6.0 



o w <: 
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GLASSBORO STATE COLLEGE 



PW5-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (PINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 



PALL 1984 COHORT 
CUMULATIVE DATA POR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Name of Course 


Total No. 
Enrolled 
In Course 


Naoe of 

Test 
Adminis- 
tered 


Section 
of Test 
Admin ic- 
tered 


Minimum 

Score 

Needed 

to 
Deter- 
mxne 
Pro- 
ficiency 


N 


P RE-TEST POST-TEST 


Attaining Min. 
Level on Post-Test 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 














f 










Reading/Study Skills 
Improvement 


463 


NJCBSPT 


Reading 
Compre- 
hension 


66 


375 


62.9 


3.34 


69.8 


4.38 


87 


Improving Personal 
Writing Skills 


277 


In-House 
Essay 


Essay 


7 


212 


6.0 


2.8 


7.5 


1.24 


86 


^oaputation B 


313 


NJCBSPT 


Math Com- 
putation 


70 


208 


61.5 


5.15 


74.2 


4.22 


83 


Al9ebra a 


512 


NJCBSPT 


Elenv^ntary 
> *ra 


74 


374 


65.7 


4.94 


81.1 


4.51 


96 



3Su 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
OEPARTHENT Cf HIGHER EOUCATION 



1334-86 !N f TITUTIONA L PROFILE JOL "GE Jersey City 

tFFKTIVENESS REPORT BAS.v S* ILL ARE A Reading 

(Fell 1984 Cohort) AREA M W£R \ of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL -TIME 651 PART- TIKE 189 

2. Students tested (and t of F'jLL-iIHE PART-TIME 
those counted In II above): It It 

647 99.3 185 ?7.8 

3. students needing remeflTanon FULL -TIME PART-7INF - 
(I of those tested): II II 

408* 63.0 123* 66.4 



4. students enrolled m appropriate remedial courses in any seoeste 
'86 (1 or those Identified *n 13 above): 



r from Summer '34 to Spring 



FULL-TIHE PART-TIME 

# t # X 

327 80.1* 51 41.4* 

5. Course enrolltrent (any semester from Sumcer '64 to Spring 'aSJ^nfroutcomeTTor HnaTTeveT oT 

renedlatlon: 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

lEnrolled tPass tFafl ty Undrew ' lEnrolled TPass tFail Z Withdrew 

267 85 11 4 ' 30 87 10 3 

b. Hre- and post-test results tor remedial courses #m >'niil area 7 3ee attached*. " 



/. four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on sprang '86 data)*: " ~ 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Remediat. temedlat. * Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Ne* led Complete d ^ v Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 

TOTAL I 239 228 180 

I RETURNEO SPR. '86 (t) 141(58.9) 155(67.9) 42(23.3)' 

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPT*^ 12.2 12.0 12.3 ' 52.1 50.2 48.8 

MEAN CREOITS EARNED 12.1 11.9 11.9 * 49.3 46.0 42.4 

HEAN GPA ?.$ 2.2 2.1 ■ 2.7 2.5 2.1 

t GPA > 2.0 69 47 ' 88 81 55 

X SUCCESSFUL SURV. 47 11 1 52 55 13 

8. Performance of fuU-l. it-nt? in first colIege-TeveTcourse 7h sUTTI arid Unrough TprTng 
'86): Reaedlat. Remediat. 

Wot Needed Completed 

I ENROLLEO 219 62** 

X PASS 85 79 



♦College has two "levels* of reading, only one of which (Reading For College) was required In 
1984 (both required 1985—). These figures and follow up based on both courses. 
**Vhl1e these 62 students did complete remcdlatim pnor to enrol lTnJ"ln subsequent vJurse, 
college policy did not require It. 

'These data only for the required course. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PR OFILE 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPOUT 

(Fall 1984 Cohcrt) 



COLLEGE Jersey City 
BASIC SKILL ARE A Writing 
AREA NUMBER 2 of 4 



1. Students required to bi» tested: C »LL-.IME SSI PART-HHE 189 

2. Students tested (and X of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted In II above): It It 

647 99.3 185 97.8 

i. Students needing ■"^mediation - "TfLL^TJHE * PART-TIRE 

(l of those tested): * I It 

6 30.6 76 41.0 

4\ - 5^u3ents eTTroTTetfTn appropriate reaedlaT courses Tn any semester From 5u*wer Tft to SprTng 
•86 (t of those identified In 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

It It 

195 98.4 65 8S.5 

?7 Tourie enrollment fan> semester from Summer 84 To Tp ring '86 J ana' Outcraes Tor fihil TeveToT 
remediation: 



FULL-TIHE 

lEnrolled tPass tFall twlthdrew 
195 62 36 2 



PART- WE 

lEnrolled tPass tFall twlthdrew 
65 60 38 7 



oTTre- and posT-test results tor remedfal courses in skill area: see attached. 
77 Four -semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '86 data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Reaedlat. Renedlat. 1 Remediat. Reaedlat. Reaedlat. 
Not Keeded Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Complete- 



TOTAL 1 


449 


120 


78 








1 RETURNEO SPR. '86 (t) 


259( 57.6) 


78( 65.0) 


5( 6.4) 1 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 


12.4 


12.2 


11.0 


50.1 


4: 3 


45.2 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 


12.3 


12.0 


10.2 


41 * 


44.0 


39.1 


HEAN GPA 


2.5 


2 : 


2.0 


2.C 


2.3 


2.1 


t GPA > 2.0 


74 


d6 


20 


85 


68 


40 


* SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


43 


43 


1 


49 


44 


3 



8". Per formafre oT fuTT-Xime students Tn TTrst coTTege-TeveT course* Tn sHTT area ftnrough Spring 
'86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Hot Needed Completed 



I ENROLLED 440 111 

t PASS *; 76 



RoTKT 
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NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT Of HIGHER EOUCATICW 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Jerse: 
8 ASIC Si 

AREA NUMBER 3 oTT 



C ity 
Computation 



NEW JERSEY 8ASk S**US COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 

EtTEctTveness REPORI 



(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Jersey City 
8ASIC SKILL ARE A Algebra 
AREA NUMBER 4 oTT^ 



I 

to 
00 

u> 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 651 PART-TIME 189 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 abov?): 



FULL-TIME 
I I 

647 99.3 



PART-TIME 
I I 
185 97.8 



i. Students needing reaediatton 
(t of those tested): 



FULL-ilnE 
I I 
333 51 .4 



I x 

143 77.2 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate renedTal courses in any seoester froa Susxner '84 to Spring 
( 86 (X of those identified fn 53 above): 



FULL-TIME 


PAH T- TIME 




# I 


# X 




294 88.2 


95 66.4 


final TeveT oT 


5. Course enrol ipent (any seoester froa Suooer 


'84 to Spring *36j and 7 outclass Tor 


remediation: 




FULL-TIME 


1 PART-TIME 




Enrolled XPass XFail XUlthdrew 


fEnrolled XPass XFail 


XUithdrew 


294 80 15 5 


; 95 61 36 


3 


6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area. See attached. 



) . rour-seoester follow up of full-tine students (based on Spring '86 data). 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Reoediat. Reoediat. Recediat. 
Not Needed Coopleted Not Completed 



TOTAL # 


314 


234 


99 








I RETURNEO SPR.'86 (X) 


194( 61.7) 


142( 60.6) 


10( 10.1)' 








HE.*H CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 


12.3 


12.2 


n.6 ; 


52.4 


51.3 


44.6 


MEAN CREDITS E.*9NE0 


12.2 


1>.l 




48.8 


46.9 


37.8 


MEAN GPA 


2.3 


2.1 


1.9 


2.5 


2.3 


2.0 


X SPA > 2.0 


74 


67 


20 1 


85 


73 


40 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


46 


41 


2 


52 


44 


4 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not Needed V£p1eted Not Coopleted 



a, Performance of full-tine students in first col legc-le*t, course Tri sfcTTT area (through JprTng 
*86): Reoedlat. Reoediat. 

Not Needed Completed 



# ENROLLED 
t PASS 



90 
77 



17 

59 



lints: 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIHE 651 PART-TIME 189 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
647 99.3 



PART-TIME 
# X 
185 97.8 



3. Students needing reaediatiom 
(l of those tested); 



rULL-IIHE 
J? X 
555 85.7* 



Pah i -uhe 

I X 

178 96-2* 



47. 5ludenls~enroTTed" in appro p. .ate remedial coutses in any senesTer from Sooner "84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
# X IX 
217** 39.0" 34" 19.1" 



5. Course enrollment t any seoester from Suarser 84 to Spring '85) and outcomes for final level of 
reaedlation: 



!En;-o11ed 



FULL-TIME 
XPass XFail 



XWlthdrew 



fEnrolled 
34 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFail 



85 



XWlthdrew 



217** 93 6 1 

6. Pre- and post-test results for reoediai courses in skill area: No post- test data. 

7. Four-seoester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '86 data J**: 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reoediat. Reoediat. Recediat. 1 Reoediat. Resediat. Reoediat. 
Hot Needed Coapleted Not Coapleted ' Hot Needed Coopleted Not Cooplete 



TOTAL # 


92 


201 


21 


■ 








I RETURNEO SPR.'86 (X) 


61 ( 66.3) 


125( 62.1) 




33.0) 1 








MEAN CPEOITS ATTEMPTEO 


13.4 


12.6 


11 


8 


5. 4 


52.3 


49.1 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 


13.2 


12.1 






50.2 


49.6 


46.2 


MEAN GPA 


2.7 


2.3 


U 


j ; 


2.8 


2.6 


2.0 


X GPA > 2.0 


82 


70 


25 




89 


84 


50 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


54 


44 


10 


1 


59 


52 


19 



87 Ter forma nee or TuTT -I toe studenTs Tn first college-level course in slcTTT area XXh rough Spring 
'86): Reoediat. Reoediat. 

Hot Heeded Coopleted 



f ENROLLED 
X PASS 



58 
90 



37 
62 



NOTES: 



'Students Identified for computation were also required to cooplete algebra reoedlatlon. 
••Includes only students who did not first need to satisfy a computation requirement (college 
will report on all students froa now on). 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEG E JERSEY CITY 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading: RC 161 and in-house test 

Writing: In-house evaluation of Essay end 1 hour in-ho^e writing sample 
Computation: MC 168 and in-house test 

Elementary Algebra: EA 177 with MC 168-180 and curriculum requiring algebra 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 


Reading: 


79 


39 


Writing: 


98 


83 


Computation: 


82 


50 


Elementary Algebra: 


95 


91 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 




# 


% 


* % 


Reading: 


20 


4.9 


13 10.5 


Writing: 


0 


0.0 


0 0.0 


Computation: 


8 


2.4 


10 6.9 


Elementary Algebra: 


1 


0.4 


0 0.0 
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JERSEY CITY STATE COLLEGE 



PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, HATH COWUTATION AM) ELE^CNTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE OATA FOR SIWER 1964 TVRCCGH SPRING 1986 



Nana of Course* 


Total No. 
Enrol led 
In Course 


Horn* of Test 

Administered 


Section 
of Test 
Administered 


Mini sum Score 
Needed to Deter- 
mine Proficiency 2 


it 3 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Pmrc^nt Students 
Attaining Mln. 
Level on Post-test 4 


Moon 


» Standard 
Deviation 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 
























Reading for 
College 


151 


Departmental 
Assessment 


Reading 
^omprehensio 


7.2 

1 


133 


7,32 


1,35 


7.56 


0.71 


64% 


College 
Writing 


260 


Departmental 
Assessment 


Essay 


8 


160 


4.93 


1.32 


8.94 


0.82 


100% 


Arithmetic 


389 


Departmental 
Assessment 


Computation 


26 


293 


15.56 


3.92 


31,92 


1.95 


100% 














































t 
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NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEG E Kean 
OEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATIOM EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8ASIC SOlT^RE A Reading 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK3ER 1 of 3 



t 

00 

I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1018 PART-TIME 285 

2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I I 

935 96.7 



PART-TIHE 
I I 

228 80.0 



3. students needing. radiation 
(I of those tested): 



fUlL-tImE 
I I 
269 27.3 



I'TRT-TIME 
i I 
92 40.3 



3 students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from suaaer 'tt4 to Spring 
'86 (I of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIHE PART-TIHE 

II II 

256 95.1 85 92.3 

t>. Course enrollment (any semester from Summer '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 
rMPfHa t Inn* : 



reaedlat ion*: 
# Enrolled 



TULL-TIHE 
IPass IFail 



Withdrew 
3.7 



f Enrolled 



PART-TIHE 
IPass IFail 



147 85.4 10.9 3.7 \ 72 90.3 6.9 

?T1 re- and post-test results for remedial courses tn skim area; see attached-. 



Withdrew 
2.8 



7. Four- semester follow up of full -time students (based on spring »(> data;: 
TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 





Remediat. 


Remediat. 


Remediat. 


' Remediat. 


Reaedlat. 


Reaedlat. 


Not Needed 


Completed 


Not Completed 


■Not Needed 


Completed 


Not Completed 


TOTAL 1 


716 


212 


57 








1 RETURNED SPR. '86 (I) 


465( 64.9) 156( 73.5) 17( 29.8) 








MEAN CREDITS ATTLtfTEO 


12.8 


12.0 


10.2 


51.3 


45.6 


38.2 


HE AH CREDITS EARNED 


11.7 


10.5 


6.8 


48.8 


42.3 


29.7 


NEAM gpa 


2.48 


2.09 


1.50 


2.56 


2.26 


1.70 


X GPA > 2.0 


76.1 


60.9 


52.9 


80.4 


65.4 


47.1 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


49.4 


44.8 


15.8 


52.2 


48.1 


14.0 



cumulative oata 



8. Performance or full-time students In first college-level course in skill arfT Uhrougn : /TTn? 
'86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Needed Completed 



I ENROLLED 
I PASS* 



601 
86.5 



177 
84.7 



M07E5T 



'Reflects final course attempts (explicit). 

^Reported post-test data not restricted to Fall '84 cohort (reason for large course 
enrol Iftents). 

^Passing defined as grade of *C or better. 



O O O 



CV092887] 



NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984 -86 INSTITUTIONAL PRO FILE COLLEGE Kean 

OEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATIOH "EFFECTIVENESS REPOftt BASIC SXTTTXREA Writing 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 of 3 

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1018 PART-TIME 285 

2. Students tested (and I of FULL-TIHE PART-TIHE 
those counted In #1 above): II II 

985 96.7 228 80.0 

J. Students needing remediation • FULL-TIMt PART-TIHE 
(; of those tested): II II 

339 34.4 87 38.1 

4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Susner '84 to Sorinq 
'86 (I of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIHE PART-TIHE 
II II 
333 98.2 83 95.4 

5. Course enrollment (any seoester from Summer "84 to Spring '86) and outcoaes for final level of 
rwedlation 1 ; 



FULL-TIHE 

f Enrol led IPass IFail iwlthdrew 
327 87.5 9.5 3.0 



PART-TIHE 

^Enrolled jpass IFail Iwlthdrew 
81 84.0 12.3 3.7 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in Skill area: See alWCned^. 

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring 'tib data;: 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reaediat. Reaedlat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Co mpleted Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Complete - 



TOTAL 1 


646 


286 


53 








1 RETURNEO SPR. '86 (I) 


413( 63.9) 


216( 75.5) 


9( 16.9) ' 








HEAN CREDITS ATTEHPTEO 


12.9 


12.0 


9.1 


52.2 


45.2 


32.0 


HEAN CRE0I"S EARNEO 


12.0 


10.2 


2.7 


50.3 


41.2 


16.9 


MEAN GPA 


2.61 


1.96 


0.58 


2.65 


2.17 


1.04 


I GPA > 2.0 


79.7 


58.8 


22.2 


83.8 


63.9 


0 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


50.9 


44.4 


0.7 


53.6 


48.3 


0 



8. Performance of full-time stud^nTs Tn TTrst col lege-ievei course in skill <Jrei (tAYOugn Spring 
86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Needed Co epl eted 

I ENROLL EO 547 259 

I PASS^ 88.8 76.4 

NOTES: " ■ 



^Reflects final course attempts (explicit). 

Reported post-test data not restricted to Fall '84 cohort (reason for .arge course 
enrollments). 

^Passing defined as grade of 'C or better. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE CO 1 _£GE Kean 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKTETTRE A Algebra 1 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 oTT" 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1018 PART-TIME 285 



2. Students tested (and % of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 

# % 
985 96.7 



PART-TIME 

# % 

228 80.0 



3. Students needing remediation 
{% of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 

# % 
377 38.2 



PART-TIME 
# % 
153 67.1 



4. students enrol led in appropriate remedial courses in any semester trom bummer '84 to Spring 
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

§ % § % 

356 94.4 134 87.5 

3. Course enrollment (any semester from Summer '84 to spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation 2 : 



^Enrolled 
356 



FULL-TIME 
%Pass %Fail 



79.2 



16.6 



^Withdrew 
4.2 



^Enrolled 
134 



PART-TIME 
SPass SFail 



73.1 



23.1 



^Withdrew 
3.8 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skin area: see attached 3 . 

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on spring tft> aata): 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL # 


608 


281 


96 








§ RETURNED SPR.'86 {%) 


409( 67 


2) 203( 72.2) 


26( 27,0) 1 






38.9 


MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


13,1 


11.8 


10.1 


53.3 


45.3 


MEAH CREDITS EARNED 


12.1 


10,2 


7.2 


50.0 


41.9 


33.3 


MEAN GPA 


2.53 


2J5 


1.45 


2.57 


2.31 


1.89 


% GPA > 2.0 


76.5 


66.5 


38.5 


80.2 


70.9 


46.2 


% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


51.5 


48.0 


10.4 


54.0 


51.3 


12.5 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



8. Performance of full-time students in first col lege-ievei course in ski 1 1 area (througn Spring 
' 86 ) : Remed i at. Remedi at. 

Not Needed Completed 



# ENROLLED 
% PASS 4 



320 
81.3 



92 

59.8 



W5TE5: " 

^Intermediate Algebra is offered; however, data shown here are for Elementary Algebra only. 
^Reflects final course attempts (explicit). 

3Reported post-test data not restricted to Fall '84 cohort (reason for large course 
enrollments)'. 

^Passing defined as grade of 'C or better. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE KEAN 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading: Nelson-Denny 12.5 

Writing: Essay 8 or Essay 7 and SS 166 

Computation: (no computation course) 



Elementary Algebra: For math-related majors: EA 164. However, if EA 12-19 
raw (or below 175), then required in addition to take 
Intermediate Algebra. For non-math majors: EA 15 (raw) 
(or 168) 



4a. Pe*?ent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 96 93 

Writing: 99 94 

Computation: 

Elementary Algebra: 95 87 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

# % u % 

Reading: 5 1.8 0 0.0 

Writing: 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Computation: — — — 

Elementary Algebra: 8 2.1 5 3.2 



9 
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KEAN COLLEGE OF NJ 



PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULU FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MAT* COHPUTAT 5 ON AND ELEHENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALi 1964 COHORT 



CUWJLATIVE DATA FOR SUWER 1984 THOUGH SPRING 1986 



Nome of Courso* 


Total No. 
Enrol lad 
In Course 


Nome of Test 
Adnl nl stored 


Section 
of Test 
Adnl nl stored 


Minimum Score 
Needed to Deter- 
mine Proficiency* 


a? 


PRE-TEST POST-TEST 


Porcont Studonti 
At-telnlng Mln. 
Lovol on Po*t-toit* 


Moon 


Standard 
Oovlatlon 


Moan 


Standard 
Deviation 
























Eng 0109 


721 


Holistic 
*ssay 




7 
8 


380 


6.8 


1.8 


8.0 


1.3 


87.9 (for 7) 
66.6 (for 8) 


Ma 0150 


1056 


Local 




35 


371 


17.1 


8.8 


40.5 


6.1 




CS 0411 


488 


Nelson Denny 


Comprehensi 


19 n (Grade 
hqinv.) 


1PJ 


lO.f) 


1.1 


13.6 


1 .s 


97. i 
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HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Hon tc lair 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL ARE A Reading 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NW3ER 1 of "4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1428 PART-TIME 479 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f 1 
1428 100.0 



PART-TIKE 
I I 
479 100.0 



3. Students needing remediation 
(I of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
497 34.8 



PART-TIME 
# X 
227 47.3 



.. students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any seres 
'66 (X of those Identified In 13 above): 



ter rroci auwier -& to bpnng 



FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
/X fX 

456 91.7 125 55.0 

a. course enrolment {any semester froci summer '84 to Spring Hb) and outcomes for final 1eyel~oF 

remediation: 



f Enrol led 
456 



FULL-TIME 
XPass XFaM 



Xwlthdrew 
2.0 1 



/Enrolled 
125 



PART-TIME 
XPass tFall 



77.5 



17.1 



89.0 7.6 

6". Pre- and post-test results ror remedial courses in sKill area: No post-test data. 
7. four -semester follow up or run-time students (based on Spring 



XWIthdre" 
2.3 



data): 



CUKULATIVE DATA 
Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Hot Needed Completed Not Completed 



TERM DATA (SPRING *36) 
Remedlat. Reoediat. Reoedlat. 
Not Heeded Completed Hot Coaplet ed 



TOTAL # 


937 


404 


87 








/ RETURNED SPR.'86 (X) 


685 ( 73.1 ) 


305( 75.4) 


21( 24.1)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


15.0 


14.0 


11.7 


59.6 


53.8 


47.4 


WAN CREDITS EARNED 


13.5 


11.8 


10.2 


55.2 


47.5 


41.8 


MEAN GPA 


2.8 


2.3 


2.3 * 


2.8 


2.4 


2.4 


X GPA > 2.0 


82.3 


62.6 


42.9 


92.1 


77.4 


61.9 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


60.2 


47.3 


10.3 


67.3 


58.4 


14.9 



Performance of full -tine students in first col lege-lt*ei course Tn sKIII Area (InYOUfln" Spring 
'86) z : Remedlat. Remedlat. 



/ ENROLLED 
X PASS 



Not Needed 



624 
99.4 



Completed 

298 
99.0 



ROW 



*FT percent withdrew Includes Incompletes. 
'Course Is "Intro to Literature." 



O \J l k 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Hontclatr 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL AKE A tfrltim 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 of 4 ' 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1428 PART-TIME 479 



2. Students tested (and X of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

those counted In II above): IX / X 

1428 100.0 479 100.0 

1. Students needing remediation- FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

(I of those tested): I % f X 

21D 14.7 111 23.1 

4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses In any semester from Summer '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those Identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

IX § X 

204 97.1 81 72.9 

i>. Course enrollment (any semester from Sumr '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 

remediation: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 


/Enrolled XPass XFall XWlthdrew ■ 


/Enrolled 


XPass XFall SWlthdre* 


204 94.6 4.9 0.5 ; 


81 

7"_ .rm — . 


86.4 13.6 0 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: no post-test data. 



7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on spring oo aata): 



TERH DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA 

Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 1 Remedlat. Remedlat. Reoedlat. 
Hot Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Heeded Completed Net Coaplett 



TOTAL # 


1219 


190 


19 








/ RETURNED SPR.'86 (X) 


883( 72.4) 


125( 65.7) 


3( 15.7) ' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPlEO 


14.8 


13.5 


8.3 


58.6 


51.3 


40.0 


MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 


13.3 


10.8 


7.3 


53.8 


44.3 


32.0 


MEAN GPA 


2.7 


2.1 


1.7 


2.8 


2.2 


1.9 


X GPA > 2.0 


79.4 


49.6 


33.3 


90.2 


66.4 


33.3 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


57.5 


32.6 


5.3 


65.3 


43.7 


5.3 



8. Perforraance of full-time students In first college-level course in sun^re"! (IrVoUgft SpYIng 
86): Remedlat. Remedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 

/ ENROLLED 816 120 

X PASS 99.5 97.5 

HTJTIsl 



q o 

[V092937] 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUKCIL 1934-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Montclalr 
DEPARTMENT Of HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS rEpori BASIC SKILL AREA Com putation 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK3ER 3 of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1428 PART-TIkE 479 



2. Students tested (and I of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

those counted in #1 above): I X IX 

1428 1OO.0 479 1CO.0 

T, Students needing recediation FUTU^TIHE PARl-TIRE 

(X of those tested): IX IX 

245 »?.■ 191 39.8 

4. Students enrolled 1n appropriate recedial courses in any seoester froa Sucaer 84 to Spring ~~ 
•86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

IX I X 

228 93.0 110 57.5 

s. Course en roll cent (any semester froa Sustaer "84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final Tevcl or 
remediation: 





FULL-TIME 






PART-TIME 




#Enrolled 


XPass XFail 


Withdrew 


Enrolled 


XPass XFail 


XWUhdrew 


228 


90.9 7.4 


0 


| 110 


85.1 11.4 


0 



6. Pre- and post-test results for reoedial courses in skill area. No post-test dita. 



/. rour-seoester tollow up or tuli-tiae students (based on spring bo data): 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 1 Recedlat. Reoediat. Reaediat. 
Not Weeded Coapleted Not Coop le ted ' Not Needed Cocpleted Not Coapleted 



TOTAL 1 


1185 


210 


33 








1 RETURNEO SPR.'86 (X) 


850( 71.7) 


155( 73.8) 


6( 18.1) ' 








HE AW CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


14,8 


13.6 


13.2 


58.7 


51.8 


49.8 


MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 


13.3 


11.1 


11.2 


54.0 


45.1 


41.5 


KEAH GPA 


2.7 


2.2 


2.2 


2.8 


2.3 


2.2 


X GPA > 2.0 


79.5 


54.2 


66.7 


90.1 


70.3 


83.3 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


57.1 


40.0 


12.1 


64.6 


51.9 


15.2 



8. Performance or tuii-tine students In first col lege-ievei course in skin area (through "SprTng " 
*86): Reaediat. Reaediat. 

Not Needed Coapleted 

I ENROLLED 784 151 

X PASS 99.4 99.3 



no it*: 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEG E Montclalr 
DEPARTMENT OF MIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL ARE A Algebra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK3ER 4 oT4~ 

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1428 PART-TIME 479 

2. Students tested (and X of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in II above): IX IX 

1423 100.0 479 100.0 

3. Students needing recedtation FULL-TIKE PART- TIME 
(X of those tested): IX IX 

819 57.3 420 87.6 

47 Students enroll e3~Tn appropriate reoedial courses in any seaester froa Suaser '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified In 13 above): 

PAL-TINE PART-TIME 

IX IX 
519 63.3 181 43.0 

ST Course enrollaenT fany seaester froa Suaser '84 to Spring '86) and outcoiaes for final level of 
reaedlatlcn: 

FULL-TIME 1 PART-TIME 

/Enrolled XPass XFail XWithdrew ' /Enrolled XPass XFail XWithdre* 

519 S5.4 11.4 0 1 181 83.9 9.9 0 

i 

6. Pre- and post-test results for reoedial courses in skill area: No post-test data. 

7. Four- semester follow up of tuU-tiee students (based on Spring '86 data): 

TERM DATA (SPRING *86) 1 CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 1 Reoediat. Reaediat. Zzzzt'.z*. 
Not Needed Coapleted Not Cocpleted ' Not Needed Coapleted Mot Cogpjeti 



TOTAL 1 


614 


465 


127 








1 RETURNEO SPR. '86 (X) 


456( 74.2) 


37I( 79.7) 


29( 22.8)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


15.1 


14.2 


12.2 


60.7 


54.7 


48.5 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 


13.8 


12.2 


9.0 


56.7 


48.7 


39.6 


MEAN GPA 


2.8 


2.5 


1.7 


2.9 


2.6 


2.1 


X GFA > 2.0 


82.9 


70.6 


24.1 


92.5 


81.9 


62.1 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


61.6 


56.3 


5.5 


68.7 


65.4 


14.2 



Perforwance of full-time students in first college-level course in skill area (tnrougn spring 
•86): Reaediat. Reaediat. 

Not Needed Coapleted 

I ENROLLED 423 360 

X PASS 99.4 99.2 



Intermediate Algebra (which the Institution does not consider a reaedlal course) is offered; 
however, data shown here are for Eleoentar> Algebra only. 



[V092987] 



1 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEG E ttONTCLAIR 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 19M Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into ^mediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Readirg: RC 166 



Writing: TE 160 



Computation: MC 161 (math-related majors) or MC 165 (otherwise) 



Elementary Algebra: EA 172 (math-related motors) or EA 176 (otherwise) 



» 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 



FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Reading: 99 50 
Writing: 93 39 
Computation: 94 65 
Elementary Algebra: 83 43 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 




n 


% 


# % 


Reading: 


7 


1.4 


20 8.8 


Writing: 


2 


0.9 


1 0.9 


Computation: 


3 


1.2 


13 6.8 


Elementary Algebra: 


6 


0.7 


32 7.6 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEG E Raaap o 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SCTTTaRFA Reading 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 377 PART-TIME 106 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIKE 
I 1 

377 100.0 



PART-TIME 
# I 
49 46.2 



J. students needing remediation 
(l of those tested): 



I 
I 



fuLL-tImE 
I X 
202* S3.S* 



PARI -TIME 
# X 
23* 46.9* 



students enrol leo in appropriate reoediai courses in any seoester froa Suaoer '84 to Spring 
'66 [X of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIKE PART-TIME 

II # X 

172 85.1 18 78.2 

5. Course enrol ioent Cany seoester rroo burooer «4 to spring fcfr) and outcooes for final level of 

reaediation: " 



FULL-TIKE 






PART-TIKE 




# Enrol led IPass IFall 


Withdrew 


• lEnrolled IPass IFall 


Withdrew 


116 81.9 15. c 


0.86 


! 10 


70 20 


10 


b. rre- and post-test results ror reoediai courses in son area. See attacned. 


/. i-our- seoester follow up of fuii-tloe students (based on spr 


ing '8& data). 




TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 


CUMULATIVE 0ATA 


Reoediat. 


Reoediat. 


Reoediat. 


' Reoediat. Reoediat. 


Reoediat. 


Not Needed 


Completed 


Not Completed 


Not Needed Completed 


Not Completed 


TOTAL I 231 


106 


41 






I RETURNEO SPR.'86 (I) 97( 41.9) 93( 87.7) 18( 43.9) 






MEAN CREOITS ATTEHPTEO 12.4 


11.9 


10.9 


51 .6 45.7 


42.7 


ME AH CREOITS EARNED 12.1 


11.2 


9.33 


50.1 43.7 


38.3 


MEAN GPA 2.45 


2.17 


1.86 


2.54 2.25 


2.0 


I CPA > 2.0 80 


62 


55 


81 71 


61 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 33.6 


54.4 


24.1 


34.0 62.3 


26.8 



•86): 



I ENR0LLE0 
I PASS 



Reoediat. 
Not Needed 

97 
96 



Reoediat. 
Completed 

64 

90.6 



KOI £5; 

•Remedial and developmental prograas combined; developmental program, although a basic skills 
program, is not considered by Institution to be remedial. 



EV092887] 



ERLC 



393 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Raaapo 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION trrtCTuEkESS rEPORI BASIC SKILL AREA Writing 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK3ER 2 of 4 

1. Students required to be tested: FULL -TIKE 377 PART-TIKE 106 

2. Students tested (and I of FULL-TIKE PART-TIKE 
those counted in fl above): I I #1 

377 100.0 49 46.2 



J. Students needing reaediation* FULL-TIME PARI-TlKE 

U of those tested): i X #1 

188* 49.8* 23* 46.9* 

4. students enrolled in appropriate reaedial courses in any seoester frca Summer '84 to Spring — 
'86 (I of those Identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIKE PART-TIKE 

#1 #1 
179 95.2 14 60.8 

5. Course enrollment (any seoester froa Summer '84 to Spring 'fib) and nutcoget for final ipvpi nf 
reaediation: 

FULL-TIKE ■ PART-TIKE 

f Enrol led IPass IFall iwlthdrew • iEnrolled IPass IFall IWithdrew 

149 77.2 19.5 2.0 1 9 77.7 22.2 0 



6. Pre- and post-test results for reaedial courses in skill area: No post-test data. 

/. rour-seraester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '8b data): 

TERM 0ATA (SPRING '86) ■ CUMULATIVE 0ATA 

Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. ' Reoediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Hot Heeded Coopleted Not Cocpleted ' Not Heeded Completed Not Cooplct. 



TOTAL I 


218 


125 


35 


I RETURNEO SPR. '86 (!) 


105( 48.1) 


94( 75.2) 


10( 


HEAN CREOITS ATTEHPTEO 


12.6 


11.5 


10.2 


KEAN CREOITS EARNE0 


12.6 


10.5 


9.4 


HEAN GPA 


2.51 


2.09 


1.74 


I GPA > 2.0 


83 


59 


40 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


38.3 


44.4 


11.4 



52.4 


44.3 


38.7 


51.1 


41.8 


32.6 


2.54 


2.22 


1.77 


84 


68 


40 


40.5 


51.1 


11.4 



'85): Reoediat. Reoediat. 

Not Needed Cocpleted 

I ENROLL E0 97 70 

I PASS 95.8 91.4 



NOTES: " ■ 

•Remedial and deveUomencal prograas cooMned; developmental program, although a basic skill 
program, Is not considered by Institution to be remedial. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1934-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 



EFFECTIVENESS AErW 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Raoapo 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Computation 

AREA NUM?-R 3 oTT~ 



I 

to 

I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 377 PART-TIME 106 

2. Students tested (and I of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in #1 above): II II 

377 100.0 49 46.2 

3. Students needing remediation FULL-IWE PART-TIHt 
(X of those tested): II | i 

75 19.8 16 32.6 

4. students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses m any semester from Suroaer '84 to Spring 
'86 (t of those identified in 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

II f % 

59 78.6 9 56.2 

5. course enrol latent (any semester frow Simer '84 to Spring Bb) and out cooes for final level of 
remediation: 



FULL- 


TIME 


PART 


-TIME 




JEnrolled iPass 


iFail Withdrew 


1 /Enrolled IPass 


IFail 


Withdrew 


59 65.8 


27.4 5.5 


J 2 100 


0 


0 


6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses m skill area: See attached. 


/. rour-»esestcr follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '85 data): 






TERM OATA (SPRING 


■86) 


CUMULATIVE OATA 




Recaediat. Remediat. 


Remediat. 1 Remediat. 


Reaediat. 


Reaediat. 


Not Needed Completed Not Completed 'Not Needed 


Completed 


Not Completed 


TOTAL 1 


269 73 


36 






1 RETURNEO SPR.'86 (I) 


173( 64.3) 24( 32.8) 


7( 19.4) ' 






MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 


12.2 11.5 


8.85 ' 49.3 


42.4 


41.7 


M£AH CREOITC EARNEO 


11.5 10.8 


8 1 47.4 


39.7 


35.3 


MEAN CPA 


2.31 2.11 


1.43 ' 2.4 


2.09 


1.96 


X GPA ^ 2.0 


72 63 


43 ' 77 


63 


57 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


46.3 20.7 


8.4 1 49.5 
i 


20.7 


11.1 



'86): Remediat. Reaediat. 

Not Needed Coapleted 



I ENROLLEO 130 7 

I PASS 91.5 71.4 



H5TE57 



401 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROTILE COLLEGE Raoapo 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKirCART A Algebra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 4 oTA 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 377 PART-TIME 106 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I I 

377 100.0 



PART-TIME 
I I 
49 46.2 



3. Students needing remediation' 
(I of those tested): 



PAHT-TiMt 

I I 

23 46.9 



FULL-TIME 
§ I 
215 57.0 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer '84 to Spring 
'86 (I of those identified in 13 above): 



FULL-TIME 
/ I 
202 93.9 



PART-TIME 
I I 
19 82.6 



5. Course enrol Iment ( any semester frow Summer '84 to Spring '66) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 

FULL-TIME 1 PART-TIME 

lEnrolled IPass IFail Withdrew ' /Enrolled IPass IFail Withdrew 



119 74.8 20.2 2.5 1 7 42.9 28.6 

■ 

6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: see attached. 

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on spring 'uo data): 



28.6 



TERM OATA (SPRING *86) 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed CoMeted Not Completed 



TOTAL 1 


218 


125 


35 1 








1 RETURNEO SPR. '86 (I) 


48 ( 22.0) 


1i0( 88.0) 


30( 85.7) f 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 


12.9 


13.1 


8.8 ' 


52.4 


49.3 


39.2 


MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 


12.3 


12.5 


8.33 


51.0 


47.6 


35.2 


MEAN GPA 


2.48 


2.40 


1.94 


2.63 


2.36 


2.09 


t GPA > 2.0 


77 


71 


66 


90 


71 


73 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


17.0 


50 


56.6 


19.8 


50 


62.6 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Remediat. Reaediat. Remediat. 
Not Heeded Coapleted Not Coaplet* 



8. Terformance of TDTT-tTmb students in first college-level course Tn skill area (through Spring 
'86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Needed Completed 



I ENROLLEO 
I PASS 



48 

95.8 



82 
89 



hOTEsT 



' \ * 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEG E RAMAPO 

DEPARTMENf OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading: KC 168 
Writing: Essay 8 
Computation: MC 169 
Elementary Algebra: EA 178 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 87 70 

Writing: 82 63 

Computation: 78 66 

Elementary Algebra: 57 38 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 





n 


% 




% 


Reading: 


2 


0.9 


2 


8.6 


Writing: 


4 


2.1 


1 


4.3 


Computation: 


3 


4.0 


1 


6.2 


Elementary Algebra: 


4 


1.8 


1 


4.3 
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RAMAPO COLLEGE OF NJ 



PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUWLATlYE DATA FOR SUKWER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



nconxi ui uuu) it? 


lOTfll NO. 

Enrol led 
In Course 


nome oi lesT 
Admin 1 stored 


Section 
of Test 
Administered 


II 1 mm t — 

Minimum Score 
Noodod to Deter- 
mlno Proficiency 2 


ii 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent Students 
Attaining Hln. 
Level on Post-test* 


Moon 


Standard 
Deviation 


Moan 


Standard 
Deviation 
























College 
Reading 


147 


NJCBSPT 


Rdg.EJP 


167 


106 


158 

84 


8.57 




7.55 


73Z 
























Ccmp. Math 


122 


NJCBSPT 


Comp. 


24 


54 


22.5 


4 3.26 


27.2! 


1.99 


I00Z 


Elem. Alg. 




NJCBSPT 


Alg. 


24 


61 


14.2 


1 5.11 


26. 5t 


1.92 


I00Z 
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NEW JERSEV i X SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARIHENI Of HIGHER EOUCATIOM 



198V-86 INSTITUT IONAL PROFILE 
iFFECIIVENESmrPO^ 
(Fill 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Stock ton 

BASIC SKILL AEE A_Readtng* 

AREA NUMBER 1 of 3 



I 

to 
VO 

I 



1. Students required ;o be tested: FULL -TIME 721 PART-TIME 17 



2. Students teswd (ind X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f X 
720 99.8 



j. students needln9 reaedUtlon 
tt of those tested): 



rUU.-llHt 
I X 
300 41.6 



PART-TIME 
f X 
17 100.0 

f l 
2 11.7 



4. Stodents enrolled In appropriate reoedlal course* Tn W >co>c&ler ficw 5uar»er TfJ lo Spring 
*86 IX of those identified in 13 ibove): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
# X IX 
300 100.0 2 100.0 



b. course cnronaenT tany semester Troa Suaacr "84 To Tprins "SS7 and ouTcoacs Tor TTnTT TevcT 67 
reoediation: " 



lEnrollcd 
300 



FULL-TIME 

XPaSS* 



6.3 



Withdrew 



93.3 6.3 0.33 
0. tVc- «nd post-test results for reaedlll course 



lEnrOlled 



PART-TIME 
XPass' 



2 100 
TrTsHTT area; See aTCcl^ 



XFaH 1 
0 



IWithd.-ctf 
0 



/. r our- semester rcnow up of full-tic* students (based oh TprTn§ dTTa); 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
ReeediJt. Renediit. Re«ediit. 
Not Needed Completed Not Cpopleted 



TOTAL 1 


420 


280 


20 








1 RETURNED SPR.'66 (X) 


289( 68.8) 


2)7( 77.S) 


1 ( S.O) 1 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


14.7 


14.4 


8.0 


63.7 


61.9 


32.0 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


13.1 


11.9 


0 


56.2 


52.3 


8.0 


MEAN GPA 


2.84 


2.36 


0 


2.73 


2.33 


0.37 


1 CPA > 2.0 


83.7 


71.4 


o • 


8S.8 


73.7 


0 


1 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


S7.6 


55.4 


0 


59.0 


57.1 


0 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Renedlit. Re*ediit. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Coopfctcd Not Completed 



B. Performance or foil -Hoc sTu3enT* Tn ITrsl coTTegeJ^veT course Tn ilVTl irei Itfcrougn Spring 
•Wh Reoediat. ReeedUt. 

Not Needed 



I ENROLLED 
X PASS 



177 

92 



Coaplctcd 

133 
95 



J8ask 1102: "Study Skills ano Critical Thinking.* 

'X Pass/Fall: includes students who failed first semester and passed/failed second sesester 
tutorial -exit test. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILlS COUNCIL 1934-86 I NSTITU TI ONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Stockton 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION CFFEC1IVINES5 REPORT BASIC SULl"XKE A Writing 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 oi 3 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 721 PART-TIME J7_ 

2 Students tested (and X of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

those counted in II above): IX § x 

720 99.8 17 100.0 

J. Students needing remediation FULL- TIME PAkPTIHT 
(i of those testtfih $ x i x 

399 55.4 7 41.1 

4. Students enroll cd In appropriate remedial courjei fn *ny ietwsler Troe Sucraer *HT lo Spring 
•86 (X of those identified in 13 above): 

fULL-TIHE PART-TIME 
IX I X 

399 100.0 7 100.0 

5. " tours e enroTTotnt (dnjr scccsTer Trout Suwacr *K to Spring ^TO ami ou fares for TTnaT level cT 

reoediation: " — 

FULL-TIME _ 1 PART-TIME, 

lEnrollcd XPass 1 Hail ' XWithdre* J lEnrolled XPass 1 XFail ' XWithdrc* 

399 92.7 6 1.25 | 7 100 0 0 

6TPFe- and post- test results for rcnediai courses In skill area: See attached. 

777our-senester follow" up oi ruil-tioe students toased on spring 'W> data J: 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) * CUMULATIVE DATA 

ReeedUt. Re*edfat. Recediat. * Reseolat. Reaediat. Reoediat. 
Not Weeded Completed Not Completed * Not Needed Completed Mot Coaplet 

TOTAt I 321 370 29 

I RETURNED SPR.*e6 (X) 233( 72.5) 273( 73.7) 1( 3.4) 1 

MEAN CREDITS ATTEHPTED 15.1 14.2 8.0 * 64.0 62.0 32.0 

MEAN CREDITS EARNED 13.7 11.7 0 1 56.6 52.7 8.0 

HEAK GPA 2.78 2.51 0 * 2.68 2.46 0.37 

X GPA > 2.0 85.4 72.5 0 1 85.4 76.6 0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 62.0 S3.5 0 ; 61.9 S6.S 0 

6. Ferrorwnce oT FuTT-liae students fn TTrsl coTTege-TcveT course Tn sTOT area Tttrouglj IprTnT 
•86): Reoediat. Reaediit. 

Wot Needed Completed 

I ENROLLED 183 128 

X PASS 93 92 

ROTES: " 

h Pass/Fail: includes students who failed first sraster and passed/failed second seacster 
tutorial-exit test. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Stockton 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL ARE A Computation* 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 oFT~ 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 721 PART-TIME 17 



2. Students tested (and % of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# % 
720 99.8 



PART-TIME 
# % 
17 100.0 



3. students needing remediation 
(% of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
# % 
265 36.8 



PART-TIME 
# % 
4 23.5 



4. students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester trom bummer '84 to spring 
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
# % # % 

265 100.0 4 100.0 

5. Course enrollment ( any semester from Summer '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 

#Enrolled SPass 1 SFail 1 Withdrew 


#Enrolled 


PART-TIME 
SPass 1 SFail 1 


^Withdrew 


265 89.8 9.4 0.75 


J 4 


100 0 


0 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: See attached. 

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on spring *8b data): 





TERM DATA (SPRING 


'86) 




CUMULATIVE DATA 




Remediat. 


Remediat. 


Remediat. 


1 Remediat. 


Remediat. 


Remediat. 


Not Needed 


Completed Not Completed 


'Not Needed 


Completed 


Not Completed 


TOTAL # 


455 


238 


27 








# RETURNED SPR. *86 {%) 


323( 70 


.9) 183( 76.8) 


K 3.7) 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


14.9 


14.1 


8.0 


1 63.3 


62.4 


32.0 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


13.2 


11.4 


0 


' 56.0 


52.0 


8.0 


MEAN GPA 


2.78 


2.39 


0 


• 2.67 


2.36 


0.37 


% GPA > 2.0 


83.6 


69.4 


0 


' 86.7 


70.0 


0 


% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


59.3 


53.4 


0 


' 61.5 


53.8 


0 



a. Performance ot tull-time students in tlrst college-level course in skin area (through spring 

'86) Domn/liaf DnwmnAi •% + 



# ENROLLED 
% PASS 



Remediat 
Not Needed 

138 
96 



Remediat. 
Compl eted 

56 
89 



fiCTESl 

*Bask 1103: "Quantitative Reasoning." 

'? Pass/Fail: includes students who fai^d first semester and passed/failed second semester 
tutorial-exit test. 

z Coi;rse used was "Info. Systems & Programming." 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE STOCKTON 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading:* Sum of 64 on RC and SS (out of 85 possible) 



Writing: Essay 7; Essay-7 with the sum of 64 or greater on RC and SS 

(students with < 64 go into writing-intensive section of reading 
course) 



Computation:* MC 22 raw (equal to approximately 169 scaled score) 



Elementary Algebra: (no algebra course) 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading:* 100 100 

Writing: 100 100 

Compu t a t i on : * 100 100 

Elementary Algebra: — — 

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enroJJed in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
U % U % 

Reading:* 0 0 

Writing: 0 0 

Computation:* 0 0 

Elementary Algebra: 

*See footnotes to profiles. 
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RICHARD STOCKTON STATE COLLEGE 



PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST* RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, HATH COMPUTATION AND ELEFENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUKCR 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



1 

1 

Name of Courso* 


Total No. 
Enrol led 


Name of Test 
Administered 


Section 
of Test 
Administered 


Minimum Score 
Needed to Dot or- 
iel ne Proficiency 2 




PRE -TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent Students 
Attaining Hln. 
Level on Post-tejt* 


Mean 


Standard 
(Deviation 


Koan 


Standard 
Deviation 


In Course 
























BASK noi 


406 


Stockton 
Essay Test 


— 


— 


340 


5.69 


1.68 


7.40 


1.65 


— 


BASK 1102 


302 


Nelson 
Denny 


Vocabulary 





255 


24.43 


9.71 


28.67 


10.80 


— 


BASK 1102 


302 


ii 


Comprehensi- 


>n — 


255 


32.23 


8.28 


35.49 


9.04 


— 


BASK 1102 


302 


ii 


TOTAL 


— 


255 


56.62 


15.37 


63.97 


18.37 


— 


BASK 1103 


269 


California 
Vchievement 


Computation 




20! 


?9.62 


5.20 


ia36 


5.69 




BASK 1103 


269 


ii 


Concepts & 
Problems 




201 


>6.29 


5.90 


12.84 


5.97 




BASK 1103 


269 


n 


TOTAL 




201 


i5.93 


9.45 


71.20 


10.44 




BASK 1103 


269 


NJCBSPT 


Computation 


22 (raw)* 


203 


16.90 


3.58 


22.06 


4.50 


63. 5Z 


BASK 1103 


269 


NJCBSPT 


Algebra 




203 


1Z03 


4.99 


13.07 


4.46 


























4J 0 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1934-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Thosa s Edison 

DEPARTMENT Of HIGHER EOUCATIOM EFFECTIVENESS AEPQftl BASIC SHUT? XKJGaK 

(Fill 1984 Cohort) AREA NUK3ER 1 oTT~ 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME _ PART-TIME J7_ 

2. Students tested (and X of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in #1 atxwe): II § i 

69 89.6 

3. students needing renediatlon FULL-TImE PARl-f IK£ 
(X of those tested): IX I 7 

10 14.4 

4. Students enrolled in appropriate reoedlai courses in any seoester troo Sucner '84 to Spring 
•86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
II IX 
7 70.0 

5. Course enrol loent (any seaester frog Suroer 84 to Spring 86) and outcomes for final level~bT 
reaedlatlon: 



FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 




lEnrolled IPass IFail IWithdrew ' lEnrolled 


IPass iFaH 


IWithdrew 


7 


10G 6 


0 



6. Pre- and post-test results tor reaedlal courses In skill area. Not applicable. 



/. Pour-seaester follow up of full -tine students Ibased on Spring "86 data). 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. * Reoedlat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Ccopleted Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 

TOTAL I 

I RETURNEO SPR.'86 (l) 
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 

MEAN CREDITS EARNEO • 

MEAN GPA 

X GPA > 2.0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 

8. Performance of tullttse students in first college-level course In skill area (through Spring 
'86): Reaediat. Reaediat. 

Not Needed Completed 

I ENROLLED 
X PASS 

«0T£5: 

Edison reports students as part-tiae only. 

Most follow-up data not applicable, since courses are taught elsewhere. 

Edison's cohort includes students enrolled from January 1, 1984 through Deceober 31, 1984. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INST ITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Thoaas Edison 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL ARE A Mrit Tng 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) **EA NUMBER 2 of 4 

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME PART-TIME J7_ 

2. Students tested (and I of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in #1 above): IX I I 

69 39.6 

J. students needing reoediation- FULL-IIHt pari- TIKE 

(X of those tested): IX # i 

6 8.6 

4. Students enrolled in appropriate reaediai courses in any seaester froa Susraer '84 to Spring 
•86 (X of those identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
II II 
4 66.6 

5. Course enrollaent (any seoester froa Suaaer '84 to Spring '86) and outcooes for final level of 
reaedlatlon: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




lEnrolled IPass IFail 


IWithdrew ' lEnrolled 


IPass IFail 


IWithdrew 




4 


100 0 


0 



/. Four-seaester follow up of tuu-tioe students ibased on spring data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING *86) 
Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Ccopleted Not Coapleted 



TOTAL I 

I RETURNEO SPR/86 (l) 
MEAN CREDITS ATTEKPTEO 
MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 
MEAN GPA 
X GPA > 2.0 
I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 

ffT Performance of full -time students in first college-level course In skill area (through Spring 
'86): Reoedlat. Reaediat. 



CUMULATIVE OATA 
Reoedlat. Reoedlat* Reaediat. 
Not Needed Coapleted Not Coaplett 



Not Needed Coapleted 



I ENROLLED 
I PASS 



WJTTsl 

Edfson reports students as part-time only 

Most follow-up data not applicable, since copses are taught elsewhere. 

Edison's cohort Includes students enrolled froa January 1, 1984 through Oeceaber 31, 1984. 
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HEW JERSET BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Thoroas Edison 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL ARE A Computation 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUN3ER 3 oTT" 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 19 84-85 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEG E Thcraas Edison 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASiC SKILL AREA AlgeFra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA MJK8ER 4 oR" 



I 

U> 

o 

ho 
1 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME PART-TIME _77_ 



2. Students tested (and 1 of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
I 1 



PART-TIME 

I : 

69 89.6 



3. Students needing remediation 
(I of those tested): 



FULL -TIME 
9 I 



PAKT-IINt 

I 1 
14 20.2 



4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Suswer '84 to Spring 
'86 (S of those identified in #3 above): ~ 

FULL-TIME PART-TIKE 
#1 i Z 

10 71.4 



5. Course enrollment lany semester from Sumraer 84 to Spring 66) and outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

/Enrolled iPass IFafl tWi thdrew ' lEnrolled TPass IFail Withdrew 



10 



100 



6. Pre- a~4 post-test results tor remedial courses in skill area. Not applicable. 

7. Four-semester follow up ot fuii-time students (based on Spring bb data): 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reoediat. Remediat. Reoediat. ' Reoediat. Reoediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 

TOTAL I 

# RETURNE0 SPR.'86 (I) 
HEAH CRE0ITS ATTEMPTE0 
KEAN CRE0ITS EARHEO 

MEAN GPA * 

I GPA > 2.0 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 

8. Performance of full-time students in first col lege -level course Th~ skill area (through Spring 
'86): Remediat. Reaediat. 

Not Needed Coapleted 



# ENROLLEO 
1 PASS 



NOTES: 



a ; « 




Edison reports students as part-time only. 

Most follow-up data not applicable, since courses are taught elsewhere. 

Edison's cohort includes students enrolled from January 1, 1984 through December 31, 1984. 
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1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME PART-TIME 77 

2. Students tested (and 1 of FULL-TIME 
those counted in fl above): I % 



PART-TIME 
# S 

69 89.6 



3. Students needing remediation- FULL-TIME 
(J of those tested): # % 



PART-TIME 
I * 
38 55.0 



4. students enrolled in appropriate reaediaT courses in any semester from Summer '84 to Spring 
'86 (* of those identified in 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
I X § X 

21 55.2 



5. Course enoTTraenT; Iany~ semester froi jtisiaer 84 to 5pring 86) and outcomes for final level of 
reoediatijn: 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

#Enro11e t « IPass iFail lWi thdrew * lEnrolled IPass lFail Withdrew 



21 



100 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: Not applicable. 

7. tour-semester tonow up of fuii-time students (based on bprlng "tfb data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. * Remediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Coapleted ' Not Needed Completed Not Complete 



TOTAL I 

I RETURNE0 SPR. '86 (I) 

MEAN CRE0ITS ATTEMPTE0 

MEW CRE0ITS EARNE0 

MEAN GPA 

I GPA > 2.0 

1 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



ffT Performance of full-time students TnTTrsT college-level course in skill area ithrough Spring 
■86): Reoediat. Reoediat. 

Not Needed Coapleted 

I ENR0LLE0 
* PASS 



N0TTST 



Edison reports students as part-time only. 

Most follow-up data not applicable, since courses are tau9ht elsewhere. 

Edison's cohort includes students enrolled from January 1, 1984 through Oecember 31, 1984. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE THOMAS EDISON 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading: RC 165 



Writing: SS 164, Essay 7 



Computation: MC 166 



Elementary Algebra: EA 176 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill ar i by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 



FULL-TIME PART-TIME 



Reading: 
Wri ting: 
Computation: 
Elementary Algebra: 



4b. Students Identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an approp:iate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

0 % # % 

Reading: — — 3 30.0 

Writing: -- -- 2 33.3 

Computation: — — 4 28.5 

Elementary Algebra: — — 17 44.7 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COL I EG E Trenton 

EFFECTIVENESS REPOftl BASIC SKIT TEEA" Reading 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 "of 4 



* JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
WTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PRO FILE 

LHtCllVENlSS REPORT 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Trenton 

BASIC SntTTRT A" Writing 

AREA NUMBER 2 of 4 



1 

o 

I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL -TIME 1020 PART-TIME 82 



2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
1020 100.0 



PART-TIME 
I X 
82 100.0 



J. Students needing remediation 
(X of those tested): 



Rjll -TIME 
I X 
306 30.0 



" PART^TTKT" 
I X 
5 6.0 



students enrolled in appropriate reoedlal courses in any seoe^r" froo Surewr '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

II it 

292 95.4 3 60.0 

5. course enrol loent (any seoester from sumoer m to Spring '%) and outcomes for final level "bT" 
remediation: 



^Enrolled 

292 



FULL-TIME 
IPass IFail 



Withdrew 



/Enrolled 



PART-TIME 
IPass trail 

100 0 



Withdrew 



93 2 1 

b. Pre- and post-test results tor remedial courses in skill area, see attached. 
/. Four-seaester follow up of full-time students (based on spring data). 



TOTAL 1 


796 


273 


1 RETURNEO SPR/86 (X) 


602( 75.6) 


213{ 


HEAH CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


15.4 


15.0 


HEAH CREOITS EARNEO 


13.9 


13.4 


HEAH GPA 


2.76 


2.42 


I GPA > 2.0 


9Z 


83 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


70 


65 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) * CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Reoediat. Reoediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat, 
Not Needed Coapleted Hot Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 

38 

I 9( 23.6) 1 
14.4 
11.4 
1.74 
44 
10 



50.5 


49.0 


26.1 


49.7 


48.7 


22.8 


2.49 


2.28 


1.35 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 



a. Performance of full-tine students In first college-leu course in skill area (through Spring 
86): Reoediat. Reoediat. 

Not Needed 



I ENROLLEO 
1 PASS 



744 
96 



Coapl eted 

245 
95 



wmi 

♦Submitted data were calculated incorrectly and neither are reflective of the program nor 
are comparable to data from other colleges. 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1020 PART-TIME 82 

2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in II above): 



FULL-TIME 
I % 
1020 100.0 



PART-TIME 
I I 

82 100.0 



3. Students needing remediation 
(l of those tested): 



FULL-TIHE 
I I 

260 25.4 



PART-TIME 
I X 

5 6.0 



JTstudents enrolled in appropriate reoedlal courses In any seoester from susner '84 to Torino 

'86 (I of those identified in 13 above): K * 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

* X § X 

254 97.6 3 60.0 



b. course enrollment (any semester from Summer 'B4 to Spring 'HbJ and outcomes for final ievei of 

remediation: 

FULL-TIHE 



/Enrolled 
254 



IPass 
95 



IFail 

2 



IWfthdrew 



/Enrolled 

3 



PART-TIME 
IPass IFail 

100 0 



Withdrew 



6. Pre- and post-test results tor remedial courses In skill area: See attached. 

7. Four -semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring 'gb tfalaJ: 



TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 4 CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Reoediat* Remediat. ' Reoediat. Reoediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Coapleted Not Coapleted ' Not Needed Completed Not C cap let, 



TOTAL 1 


842 


204 


61 








1 RETURNEO SPR.'86 (I) 


627( 74.4) 


158{ 77.4) 


39( 63.9)' 








HEAH CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 


15.4 


14.9 


14.7 ' 


50.1 


48.0 


41.6 


HEAH CRE0I1S EARNEO 


14.0 


13.1 


13.1 


49.3 


47.6 


40.9 


HEAH GPA 


2.67 


2.38 


2.41 


2.45 


2.25 


2.07 


I GPA > 2.0 


91 


82 


77 


* 


* 


* 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


68 


64 


49 1 


* 


* 





ff. Perjormance of TuTT^Iroo students In flrsT college-level course in skill area (through Spring 
86): Reoediat. Reoediat. 



I ENROLLEO 
I PASS 



Not Needed 

797 
95 



Com p. eted 

185 
97 



ROTES? 

•Submitted data were calculated incorrectly and neither are reflective of the program nor 
are comparable to data from other colleges. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITU TIONAL PROFILE 

EFFECTIVENESS K?tm 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Trenton 

BASIC SKILL ARE A Cooputatlon 

AREA NUKBER 3 of 4 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIO NAL PROFILE 

ErKCWEJJESS REPORT 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Trenton 
BASIC SRTET 
AREA NUK8ER 



BASIC SKILL AREA Algebra 

4 orir — 



! 

Co 

o 

Ln 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1020 PART-TIME JB2_ 

2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# * 
1020 100.0 



PART-TIME 
f I 

82 100.0 



3. students needing reaedlation 
(I of those tested): 



HJtL-riHE 
331 32.4 



"PART- NAT 



f 



10 



I 

12.1 



4. students enrolled in appropriate reoediai courses in any semester iron Sunner '84 to Soring 
'86 (i of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

321 96.9 8 80.0 



s. course cnronsent (any semester froo Suroer "84 to Spring 'BbTTng outeooes for Tinti u>vM nf 

reflation: 

Jr „ ^ FULL-TIME 1 PART-TIME 

^"rolled iPass iFal) IWj thdrew • ( Enrol led ipjss lFall iwlthdrow 

321 81 13 1 ' 8 75 25 0 

■ 

t>. Pre* and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area; See attached. 

/. rour-seoester follow up of full -tine students (based on Spring '86 data); 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ■ CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reoediat. Reacdiat. Reaediat. ' Reoediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Coapleted Not Completed ' Not Needed Cocpleted Not Completed 



TOTAL 0 


766 


266 


75 


I RETURNEO SPR. f 86 (I) 


575( 75.0) 


2I5( 80.8) 


34( 45.3) 1 
14.7 


HEW CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


15.3 


15.2 


ME AH CREOITS EARNEO 


13.9 


13.7 


11.3 


MEW CPA 


2.68 


2.51 


1.96 


I CPA > 2.0 


91 


87 


68 


1 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


63 


70 


31 



50.4 
49.4 
2.49 



50.7 
51.2 
2.34 



32.7 
29.5 
1.68 



b. Ferjomance or fuii-ttae students in first coilege-icvel course in Skill area [through Spring 
86): Reaediat. Reoediat. 



I ENROLLED 
I PASS 



Not Needed 



239 
92 



Coapleted 

119 

85 



mrai 

'Subaitted data were calculated incorrectly and neither are reflective of the prooraa nor 
are comparable to data front other colleges. 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1020 PART-TIME 82 

2. Students tested (and I of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TWE 
I I 
1020 100.0 



PART-TIME 

I % 
62 100.0 



3. students needing reaediat ion 
(X of those tested): 



FummRE 

I X 

494 48.4 



"PART-TIME 
# X 
10 12.1 



4. students enroll eTTn appropriate reacdjaT courseTTiTany seoesier fro* suaaer 'B4 to Spring 
■86 (X of those Identified In 13 above): * 



FULL-TIME 
I X 
481 97.3 



PART-TIME 
t X 

8 80.0 



t>. Course enrolloehX fany_ seoesier Trow lusaer *U4 to Spring 'Bfc} and out cooes for final level of 

reoedlatlon: ■ 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIKE 

Enrolled XPass XFall XWl thdrew | lEnrillcd XPass XFa 11 withdrew 

481 79 15 I ; 9 75 25 0 

6. Pre- and post-test results for reoeaiai courses U skill area: See atUcneo: 

7. four-seoester follow up of full-tine students (based on Spring '86 caUJ: 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reoediat. Reaediat. ReaedUt. 1 Reaediat. Reaediat. Reoediat. 
Not Needed Coapleted Not Coapleted ' Not Needed Coapleted Hot Coaplcti 



TOTAL t 


603 


387 


117 


* RETURNED SPR. *86 (X) 


453( 


75.1) 32K 82.9) 


50( 42.7)' 


MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


15.4 


15.1 


15.1 


MEAN CREDITS EARNLO 


14.1 


13.6 


12.2 


MEAN CPA 


2.70 


2.53 


2.19 


X GPA > 2.0 


92 


87 


74 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


69 


72 


32 



51.0 
50.1 
2.54 



51.5 
51.8 
2.39 



33.3 
29.3 
1. 71 



HTTerToTalnce^rTuTKEToe students Th firs? college-level course in ski i i area (through Spring 
'86): Reaedlat. Reoediat. 



Not Needed Coapleted 



f ENRCLLE0 
X PASS 



177 
94 



172 

87 



mrts: 

•Subaltted data were calculated incorrectly and neither are reflects of the prcsrao nor 
are coaparable to data froo other colleges. 



[VIII987] 



ERLC 



419 



[V1U987] 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEG E TRENTON 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION a 

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation {NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 166 



Wri ting: Essay 7 



Computation: MC 171 



Elementary Algebra: EA 176 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring # 85 (i.e., within two semesters); 



FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Reading: 94 64 
Writing: 95 97 
Computation: 97 77 
Elementary Algebra: 98 78 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 




H 


% 


# % 


Reading: 


14 


4.S 


2 40.0 


Wri ting: 


6 


2.3 


2 40.0 


Computation: 


10 


3.0 


2 20.0 


Elementary Algebra: 


13 


2.6 


2 20.0 




421 
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TRENTON STATE COLLEGE 



PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IH READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Name of Course^ 


Total No. 
Enrol led 
In Course 


Name of Tost 
Administered 


CftC+ Ion 

of Test 
Administered 


ni n ifnuni ot^urt? 

Needed to Deter- 
mine Proficiency 2 




PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent Students 
Attaining Mln, 
Level on Post- test 4 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 
























RDG 098 


273 


NJCB3PT 


Reading 


166 


212 


158 


7.23 


168 


6.27 


67 


ENG 098 


20l* 


NJCB3FT 


Essay 


7 


Hi7 


5.87 


.61 


7.35 


.9h 


67 


MAT 091 


266 


NJCBSFT 


Computatior 


171 


190 


161* 


5.55 


175 


h. 13 


85 


MAT 092 


387 


NJCBSFT 


Algohra 


176 


30b 


167 


5.38 


180 


5.59 


83 


























i 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUXCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE to. Paterson 
BASIC SKILL AflE A ffeHlng 
AREA NUMBER 1 of 4 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Va. Paterson 
BASIC SKILL ARE A WrTTfng 
AREA NUMBER 2 of 4 



I 

U> 
O 
00 

I 



1 . Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 10*1 PART-TIME 104 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIHE 
I X 
1046 100.4 



PART-TIME 
I X 
104 100.0 



3. students needing remediation 
(X of those tested): 



FILL-TIME 
321* 30.6 



PART-TIME 

f X 
26* 25.0 



4. students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester froa Suaner '84 to Spring. 
•86 (1 of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

i X i I 

290** 90.3 18** 69.2 

5. Course enrollment (any semester froa Summer '84 to Spring '86) and outcoces tor final IpvpI of 
remediation: 



FULL-TIME 






PART-TIME 




f Enrol led XPass XFall 


XWithdrev 


#Enro11ed 


XPass lFail 


XWithdrew 


290 81.7 13.4 


4.8 


18 

TTTCTTI — > 


82.3 16.6 


1J 



7. Four-semester follow up of full-tlee students (based on Spring '86 dTtaT: 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Resediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. ' Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Coapleted | Mot Needed Completed Not Coapleted 

TOTAL # 

# RETURNED SPR. '86 (X) 
MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 
HEM CREOITS EARNEO 
MEM GPA 
t GPA > 2.0 
X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 

8. Performance of fuii-tiac students in first college-level course Tn skill area I through Sprfna 
*86): dm*h(>» r>~ 



725 


236 


85 








483( 66.6) 


172( 72.8) 


35( 41.1)' 
8.7 








10.3 


9.2 


50.4 


41.7 


37.8 


9.2 


7.8 


6.7 


46.2 


33.3 


30.3 


2.4 


2.0 


1.8 


2.5 


2.1 


1.9 


74.7 


65.1 


53.3 


78.7 


55.2 


42.9 


49.8 


47.4 


21.9 


52.4 


40.3 


17.6 



I ENROLLED 
I PASS 



Recediat. 
Not Needed 



661 
86.8 



Reaediat. 
Coapleted 

213 
83.1 



mtsr 



•11 students subsequently exempted froa reading requirement. 
*M2 students with original requirement left college before first year. 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1041 PART-TIME 104 



2. Students tested (and % of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIHE 
I X 
1046 100.4 



PART-TIME 
I X 
104 100.0 



J. Students needing remediation 
(X of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
* X 
34L* 32.9 



PARI- Tint 
I I 
35* 33.6 



4. students enrolled in appropriate reaedial courses tn any seaester froa Suaaer 'H4 to Spring 
'85 (X of those Identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIHE PART-TIME 
# X t X 

332** 96.2 29** 32.4 



i>. Course enrollment (any semester froa Suraoer '84 to Spring '86) and outcoaes tor final level of 

remediation: 

FULL-TIHE 



f En rolled 

33 i 



XPass 
88.3 



IF all 

8.7 



Withdrew 
3.0 



b. ?r - and post-test results for remedial course 



lEnrolled 



PART-TIME 
XPass xfajl 



29 77.6 13.7 

in ski 1 1 area: see attacne£ 



Withdrew 
8.7 



7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring 'bf> data): 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ■ CUMULATIVE DATA 

Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 1 Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Cocpleted Not Coapleted ' Not Needed Completed Not Complet 

TOTAL f 701 293 52 

# RETURN EO SPR.*86 (1) 467( 66.6) 212( 72.3) 11( 21.1)' 

ME AM CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 10.2 9.6 8.8 

MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 9.1 8.1 5.6 1 

MEAN GPA 2.4 2.1 1.5 

X GPA > 2.0 76.4 61.2 37.5 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 50.9 44.3 7.9 



50.7 


41.4 


33.5 


46.6 


33.4 


24.9 


2.5 


2.1 


1.7 


79.2 


54.7 


36.4 


52.8 


39.6 


7.7 



8. Performance of full-time students in ffrsTcol lege-ieveT course Tn sTcTTT *rea Ubrougn Spring, 
86): Remeulat. Reaediat. 

Not Needed 



i ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



6S6 
87.8 



Coapleted 

263 
77.2 



NOTES: 



*5 students subsequently excepted and completed college-level writing course. 
**13 students with original requirement left college before first year. 



40 % 
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HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COlftCIL 1934-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE to. Paterson 

OEPARTMEHT OF HIGHER EDUCATION £f FlCTZVEnESS REPORT BASIC S KILL AREA Ccapu tatfon 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUH3ER 3 of 4 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1041 PART-TIME 104 

2. Students tested (and S of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in 11 above): # x # x 

1046 100.4 104 100.0 

J. Students needing reeedtation FULL-TIME PAKt-TiKE 

U of those tested): # X # X 

305* 29.1 32* 30.7 

4. 5tudents enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any seaester froa Suraoer '84 to Spring 
•86 (X of those Identified In #3 above): 

FULL-TIKE PART-TIME 

t % # X 

269** 88.1 21** 65.6 

b. Course enrol loent (any seaester fro* Suraoer '84 to Spring '86) and outcooes for final level of 

reaedlatlon: ' 

. FULL-TIME ■ PART-TIME 

U> fEnrolled XPass XFall XWlthdrew ; lEnrolled XPass XFall XWfthdre* 

§ 269 87.0 9.7 3.3 \ 20 85.0 10.0 5.0 



6. Pre- and post-test results for reoedlal courses in skim area, iee auacneo. 



7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on spring 8b data): 

TERM OATA (SPRING «86) • CUMULATIVE OATA 

Reaedlat. Reaedlat. Resedlat. ' Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed | Not Needed Completed Not Couple ted 

TOTAL # 741 234 71 

# RETURNED SPR.^ (X) 492( 66.3) 176( 75.2) 23( 32.3)' 

HEAH CREDITS ATTEHPTEO g.g 10.2 8.4 1 50.1 41.5 40.9 

HEW CREDITS EARNEO 8.8 8.7 7.9 ' 45.4 33.9 35 g 

MEAN GPA 2.3 2.1 2.6 1 2.5 2.2 2.6 

% GPA > 2.0 73.9 62.7 83.3 • 75.8 58.3 65.2 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 49.1 47.2 27.0 ' 50.3 43.6 21.1 

• 

b. Performance of full-tioe students in first college-level course in sum area llnYoUfln Spring — 
•86): Re«edlat. Reaedlat. 

Not Weeded Completed 



I ENROLLEO 134 58 

X PASS 88.8 75.9 



HOlKf 



*28 students subsequently exempted and completed coii^e-lcvel aath course. 
**30 students with original requirement left college oefore first year. 



EMC 
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[V082187] 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE to. Paterson 
OEPARTHEHT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL ARE A Algebra 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 4 oT4~ 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1041 PART-TIME 104 

2. Students tested (and X of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in #1 above): IX # x 

1046 100.4 104 100.0 

3. Students needing remediation- FULL-nHE PART-TIME 

(X of those tested): i 1 # x 

238* 22.7 33* 3?. 7 

4. Students enrolled in appropriate resedial courses in any seaester froa Susroer *84 to Spring 
•86 (X of those Identified In #3 abuve): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

i X #x 

198** 83.1 29** 87.8 

s. tourse enrollment (any seaester froa Suaser '84 to Spring '16 J and outcooes for final level of 

reaedlatlon: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




lEnrol 1 ed XPass XFal 1 XWl thdrew 


#Enrolled 


XPass XFall 


XMlthdrew 


198 81.3 14.1 4.5 


29 


72.5 17.2 


10.3 



o. rre- ano post-test PffuTO for remedial Courses in sfcTTI area: See attached. 



7. i-our-sesester follow up ot luil-tioe students loased on Spring *86 data): 



TERM OATA (SPRING *86) • CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remedlat. Remedlat. Reaedlat. ' Remedlat. Remedlat. Remedlat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Cosplett 



TOTAL # 


808 


160 


78 








# RE TURN EO SPR.'86 (X) 


548( 67.8) 


121 ( 7E.6) 


21( 26.9)' 








HEAH CREOITS ATTEHPTEO 


10.1 


9.3 


9.8 


47.9 


47.0 


43.2 


HE AN CREOITS EARNED 


8.9 


8.5 


7.5 


42.6 


41.1 


37.3 


HEAH GPA 


2.3 


2.2 


1.8 


2.4 


2.4 


2.0 


X GPA > 2.0 


73.2 


67.9 


47.4 


71.0 


76.0 


42.9 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


49.6 


51.3 


12.8 


48.1 


57.5 


11.5 



8. Performance of fu T ^tfmo students in first col lege-ievel course in ski i t area (through Spring 
■86): Remedlat. Remedlat. 

Not Needed Completed 

i ENROLLEO 168 82 

I PASS 83.9 80.5 



notes! 

*52 students subsequently exenpted or changed to non-algebra majors. 
**33 students with original requirement left college before first year. 



[V082187] 



m JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE HILL I AM PATERSON 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 



Reading: RC 166; SATV 400 with RC 166-168; Nelson Denny 4th Stanine 



Writing: Essay 7; SS 168 with Essay - 7 



Computation: MC 167 



Elementary Algebra: EA 175 and math-related major 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 



FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
Reading: 93 69 
Writing: 97 71 
Computation: 90 66 
Elementary Algebra: 92 75 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in on appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 





FULL-TIME 


PART-TIME 




# 


% 


0 % 


Reading: 


19 


5.9 


3 11.5 


Writing: 


0 


0.0 


3 8.5 


Computation: 


16 


5.2 


7 21. H 


Elementary Algebra: 


7 


2.9 


2 6.0 



9 

ERIC 
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WILLIAM PATERSON COLLEGE OF NJ 



PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL 1984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE OATA FOR SU>*CR 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Nam of Course 1 


Total No. 

P n rn 1 t JkH 

unru i i ou 

In Course 


Name of Tost 

Aura I n I 5TOrP<j 


Section 

OT IUST 

Administered 


Minimum Score 
Needed to ueTor- 
mine Proficiency^ 


n 3 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


Porcent Students 
Attaining Hln. 
Level on Post-test 4 


Mean 


Standard 
Deviation 


Maari 


Standard 
Deviation 
























MM 101 


269 


NXBSPT 


Ccnputation 


167 


192 


158.6 


5:66 


.72.5 


3.60 


97.4 


MMH 105 


198 


NXBSPT 


Algebra 


176 


148 


165.4 


4.74 


179.8 


4.59 


84.5 


EN6 106 


332 


WCBSPT 


Essay 


7 


228 


5.9 


1.10 


8.4 


1.14 


97.4 


RLA 107 


290 


NXBSPT 


Reading Corp. 


'65* 


185 


154.7 


8.25 


162.3 


7.50 


91.9 















































*0n Nelson-Demy Test greater than stanine 3. 



423 



ERiC 



430 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Rutgers-Camden 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8 ASIC SKILL ARE A Reading 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 of 3 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 323 PART-TIME 50 



2. Students tested (and I of 
tnose counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
f 1 

312 96.5 



PART-TIME 
I I 

27 54.0 



I 

i 



j. itucents neeamg remediation 
U of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 

f 1 
74 23.7 



PART- TIME 
# I 
5 18.5 



4. btuoents enrol lei In appropriate remedial courses in any semester f row Suaroer 84 to spring 
'86 (t of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
/ I / I 

58 78.3 2 40.0 



5. course enrol locnt (any semester from Summer '84 to Spring '86J and outcomes Tor final level of 
reaediation: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




lEnrollcd tPass IFail Withdrew 


1 /Enrolled 


tPass IFail 


Withdrew 


58 98.3 1.7 0 


| 2 


100 0 


0 



7. Four- semester follow up of full-tine students (based on 5pr 


ng 'U daW)>: 




Tt'RH OATA (SPRING '86) 




CUMULATIVE t TA 


Remcdiat. Remediat. 


Reaediat. 


Remediat. 


Reaediat. 


Remediat. 


Not Needed Coapleted 


Not Coapleted 


Not Needed 


Completed 


Not Completed 


TOTAL f 238 57 


17 








# RETURNED SPR. '86 ID 161 ( 67.6) 391 68.4) 10( 58.6) 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.4 13.0 


12.8 


54.4 


50.6 


50.4 


MEAN CREOITS EAANEO 12.6 12.7 


12.4 


52.7 


49.5 


49.8 


MEW GPA 2.6 2.6 


2.5 1 


2.7 


2.5 


2.7 


X CPA > 2.0 79 74 


90 


87 


87 


100 


% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 53 51 


53 


59 


60 


59 



•86): 



* ENROUEO 
1 PASS 



Remediat. 
Not Needed 



204 
89 



Remediat. 
Coapleted 

57 



RDTT5T 

^Criterion for completion (second I third study groups) is enrollment In English 101, even 
though a student nay not nave enrolled in remediation. 
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NEW JERSEY 8 ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Rutgers-Camden 
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 8ASIC SX ILL ARE A EFlTTng 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 of 3 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 323 PART-TIME SO 

2. Students tested (and * of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in 11 above): # I IS 

312 96.5 27 54.0 

3. Students needing remediation' FULL-TIMf PART-TIME 
(i of those tested): J X # 1 

65 27.2 10 37.0 

f. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any "semester from Suma*, 64 to Spring 
'86 (* of those identified in 13 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIMF 

I I it 

64 75.2 7 70.0 

57 bourse enroll cent ( any semester Trwi Summer '84 to Spring 'BoTan? outcomes for final level of 
remediation: 



FULL 


•TIME 






PART-TIME 


/Enrolled JPass 


IFail 


Withdrew 


' /Enrolled 


IPass IFail Withdrew 


64 64.4 


12.5 


3.1 


| 7 


71.4 14.3 14.3 



6. Pre- and ^ r test results for remedial courses In skill area: No post-test data. 



/. Four-temesier roiiow up or fuii-time students (based on spring '8b data)': 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 1 CUMULATIVE OATA 

Kemedfat. Remediat. Remediat. 1 Remediat. Reaediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Coaplet 



TOTAL # 


227 


73 


12 








§ RETURNED SPR. '66 (1) 


153( 67.4) 


55( 75.3) 


2( 16.6) ' 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEriPTEO 


13.5 


12.7 


7.0 


54.8 


50.3 


37.0 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 


12.9 


11.9 


7.0 


53.7 


48.1 


33.5 


MEAN GPA 


2.7 


2.3 


2.6 


2.8 


2.3 


2.1 


I GPA > 2.0 


82 


71 


50 


91 


80 


50 


I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


55 


53 


8 


61 


60 


8 



8. Performance of full-time students in first col lege-ievei course in $m iT area TCfirough spring 
'86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Needed Completed 

/ ENROLLEO 214 67 

1 PASS 09 92 



NOTES! 

kr iter ion for completion (second * third study groups) is enrollment in English 101, even 
though a student may not have enrolled In remediation. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 

EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Rutgers-Camden 
BASIC SKILL ARE A Algebra 
AREA NUMBER 3 oT3 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 323 PART-TIME 50 



2. Students tested (and % of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# % 
312 96.5 



PART-TIME 
# % 
27 54.0 



J. Students needing remediation 
[% of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
f % 
72 23.0 



PARl-IIME 
I % 
9 33.3 



4. students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Sumner '84 to Spring 
'86 {% of those identified in §3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
I * It 
49 68.0 7 77.7 



b. Course enrollment (any semester from Summer 'B4 to spring '86) and outcomes tor final level of" 
remediation: 



#Enrolled 



FULL-TIME 
%Pass SFail 



^Withdrew 



#Enrolled 



PART-TIME 
tPass %Fail 

100 0 



^Withdrew 



39 69.2 20.5 10.3 

b. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: No post-test data. 
/. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '86 data): 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL § 


240 


27 


45 








t RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 


167( 69.5) 


23( 85.1) 


20( 44.4)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


13.6 


13.4 


10.5 


54.9 


50.1 


45.7 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


12.9 


13.1 


9.6 


53.7 


48.0 


42.8 


MEAN GPA 


2.6 


2.7 


2.4 


2.7 


2.5 


2.3 


% GPA > 2.0 


78 


78 


80 ' 


90 


87 


70 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


55 


67 


36 


62 


74 


31 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



b. Performance of fuii-time students in first college-level course in skill area (through spring 
'86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Needed Completed 



# ENROLLED 
% PASS 



37 
76 



12 
75 



HCTES1 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE RUTGERS-CAMDEN 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION KuiufJta-QwDEN 

1984-86 INSTITUTION A L PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed foio remediation (N1CBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reauir.g: RC 171, McGraw Hill Reading Test 50th percentile 
Writing: SS or RC 168, plus in-house essay in some cases 
Computation: (no course in computation) 
Elementary Algebra: EA 168 or MC 165 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course m the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 65 100 

Writing: 57 53 

Computation: 

Elementary Algebra: 75 75 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

# % # % 

Reading: 7 9.4 3 60.0 

Siting: 4 4.7 2 20.0 

Computation: — — 

Elementary Algebra: 9 12.5 2 22.2 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFIL E COLLEG E Rutgcrs-Newarlc 

DEPARTMENT 0? HIGHER EDUCATION tfKCUVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL ARE A KeaTT Writ* 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 oTT 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Rutgers-He waric 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION LfFECTIVEHESS REPORT BASIC SKILL Ax£ A Al S e bTa 

(Fall 1584 Cohort) AREA NUK3ER 2 of 1 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL HME 740 PART-TIME 104 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 740 PART-TIME 104 



2. Students tested (and 1 of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# 1 

685 92.5 



PART-TIME 
i X 
49 47.1 



2. Students tested (and X of 
those counted In #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
i X 
685 92.5 



PART-TIME 
§ X 

39 3/. 5 



3. Students needing remediation 
(1 of those tested): 



HJLL-IIHE 
# 1 

59 8.6 



HAKI-UME 
i X 
11 22.4 



3. Students needing reoediation* 
(1 of those tested): 



FULL-TIHE 
i X 
90 13.1 



PART-TIME 
# % 

22 56.4 



?« d ?r tS , < T ),,e ? J ,n f!? r ! p J ,a « r J" ed | aI courSe$ ,n «DZ Jester iroa ionaer 84 to *pnng 47 Students enrolled i n appropriate remedial courses in any seaester froa Suaaer '84 to Spring 

'86 (X of those identified In #3 above): * 86 {1 of ^ oie identified In #3 above): * 



FULL-TIME 
# 1 

57 96.6 



PART-TIME 
# X 

7 63.6 



b. Course enrollment any seaester froa Suraroer '84 to Spring 65) snC outcomes tor final level "oF 
reoedlation: 

FULL-TIME ' •'ART-TIME 

X Withdrew 







FULL-TIME 




^ART-TIME 




* Enrol led 


IPass IFall 


tWI thdrew 


fEnrolled ?Pa:s IFall X 


1 


47 


83.D 12.8 


2.1 


; 7 42.9 £7.1 



6. Pre- and post-test results for reoedfai courses In sfcfli area: no post-test daia. 

7. Four-se*ester follow up of full-time students (oaseo on spring '86 data)' t 

TERM DATA (SPRING *86) 1 CUMULATIVE DATA 

Resedlat. Reaiedlat. Resedlat. ' Reoedlat. Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 
Hot Needed Completed Hot Coopleted ' Hot Heeded Completed Hot Completed 



TOTAL 1 


626 


43 


16 








# RETURNED SPR. '85 (X) 


508( 81.1) 


41( 95.3) 


2( 12.5) ' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


13.1 


12.3 


7.5 


53.3 


46.7 


31.8 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


12.1 


ID. 3 


6.5 


51.2 


41.2 


23.8 


MEAN GPA 


2.5 


2.0 


1.4 


2.6 


2.2 


1.5 


1 GPA > 2.0 


78 


63 


0 


83 


66 


0 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


63 


61 


0 


C7 


63 


0 



8. Performance of full-time students in first college-level course in sfclll area Itnrough ipring 
'86): Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 

Hot Needed 



I ENROLL EO 
1 PASS 



531 

89 



Completed 

43 
72 



mzr. - 

♦•English. - 

^Criterion for completion (second I third groups) Is enrollaent In English 101, whetner or 
not a student enrolled in reoedlation. 



FULL-TIME 
i X 
82 91.1 



PART-TIME 
# X 
17 77.2 



5. Course enrolloent (any seaester from Sunsaer '84 to Spring '8b) and outcomes for final level "bT 
reoedlation: 



J En rolled 
78 



FULL-TIHE 
tPass IFall 



93.6 



2.6 



Withdrew 
3.8 



fEnrolled 



PART-TIME 
tPass tFall 



Withdrew 



63.6 



2;.3 



6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses m skill irea: No post-test data. 



7. Four-seaester follow up of full-tloe students (based on SpH 


ng '80 data): 




TERM OATA (SPRING '86) 




CUMULATIVE OATA 


Reoedlat. Reoedlat. 


Recedlat. 


Reoedlat. 


Remedlat. 


Resedlat. 


Not Heeded Ccopleted 


Not Coopleted 


Not Needed 


Coopleted 


Not Couple te 


TOTAL i 55. 73 


17 








1 RETURNED SPR. '86 (X) 484( 81.7) 57( 78.0) 9( 52.9) 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 13.2 12.2 


12.6 


53.5 


52.3 


53.9 


MEAN CREOITS EARNED 11.9 11.2 


12.1 


50.6 


48.6 


49.7 


MEAN GPA 2.4 2.5 


2.7 


2.5 


2.5 


2.6 


X GPA > 2.0 76 ?7 


89 


82 


83 


67 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 62 60 


47 


67 


64 


35 



'86): 



i ENROLLEO 
X PASS 



Remedlat. 
Not Heeded 

94 
64 



Resedlat. 
Completed 

72 
92 



NOTES: 



ERLC 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEG E RUTCERS-NEtARK 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into rei sdiation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading:* Essay 8; SS 24 (raw); TSWE 49; SATV 400 with SS 166 and high 
school rank top 50% 

Writing: (no separate writing course) 
Computation: (no computation course) 
Elementary Algebra: EA 167 with MC 168 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading:* 98 75 

Writing: 

Computation: 

Elementary Algebra: 92 48 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation whc were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
* % # % 

Reading:* 1 1.6 1 9.0 

Writing: — — — — 

Computation: — — — — 

Elementary Algebra: 6 6.6 2 9.0 

•Reading and Writing ("English"). 

ERjC 43 V 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall J984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Rutgcrs-N.Brunswi ck 
BASIC SKILL Aft£ A fleadlng 
AREA NUK8ER T of 3 



NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONA L PROFILE 

unai\iki& REPORT — 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



C01LE6 E Rutgcrs-N.Brurisw ick 

2 ASIC SKILL ARg A WHtTHg 

«EA NUKSER 2 of 3 



I 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIKE 4485 PART-TIKE 138 



2. Students tested (and 1 of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# X 
4279 95.3 



PART-TIME 
# t 
29 21 .0 



■i. Students needln9 reaediation 
U of those tested): 



HJLL-TlHt PARI- lint 

# X ft 
767 17.9 11 37.9 

4. Students enrolled in appropriate reaedlai courses tn any semester trod suaoer "84 to opring 

•86 (X of those identified in #3 above): — *" * 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

# X J X 
4D7* 53.0 2* 18.1 



evel of 



Course enrollaent (any seaester froa Suaaer '84 to Spring lib) and outcoaes tor fina 

reaediation: 

FULL-TIKE ' PART-TIME 

f Enrol led XPass XFail XWithdrew | f Enrol led tPass XFail XWithdrew 

407* 92 4 1 2* 100 0 0 

■ 

Pre- and post-test results *or reeedta) courses 1n skill area. No post-test data. 

7. Four-sesester follow up of full-tiae students (based on Spring '86 data) 1 : 

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' ClHULATIVE DATA 

Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 1 Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed C oapleted Not Coapleted ' Not Needed Completed Not Coapleted 

TOTAL # 3744 374 393 ' 

# RETURNED SPA. '66 (X) 3211( 8S.7) 303( 82.3) 318(80.9)' 

MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTS 14.7 13.7 13.2 ' 58.3 52.1 51 2 

MEAN CREDITS EARNED 14.0 12.8 12.2 ' 56.2 49.4 43.4 

HEAHGPA 2.7 2.3 2.2 ' 2.7 2.3 2.2 

X GPA > 2.0 84 68 65 ' 86 72 65 

X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 72 56 53 ' 74 59 52 

b Ferfo,*Bi 'l-tloe students In first col lege- level course in skill area (through Sprinq — 

86): Reaediat. Reaediat. 



Not Needed Coapleted 



f ENROLLED 
X PASS 



2487 
93 



336 
93 



NOTES: 



*Sunwr '84 enrollacnts not included (data not available). 

'Criterion for cocpletion (second & third groups) is enrollaent in English 101. whether or 
not a student enrolled in reaediation. 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 4486 PART-TIME 138 



2. Students tested (and X of 
tho:e counted ir, #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# X 
4279 95.3 



PART-TIME 
# X 

29 21.0 



3. Students needing reaediation' 
(X of those tested): 



FULL-TIKt 

X 

7U4 ?6.4 



# X 

4 13.7 



Students enrolled In cpproprlate remedial courses in any seaester froa burner '84 to Spring 
'86 (X of those Identified in #3 above): * 



FULL -TIME 
# X 

'i57 93.3 



PART-TIME 
# X 

3 ?5.0 



5. Course enrollaent (any seaester froo Suuaer '84 to Spring '861 and outcoaes for final level of 

reaediation: 

FULL-TIME 



/Enrolled 



XPass 

97 



tFail 

2 



XWithdrew 



636 97 2 1 

6. Pre- and post-test results for reoediai courses in skiii freal no post-vest data. 

7, Four-seaester follow up of rull-tlce stucents (based on Spring '86 data) 1 : 



f Enrolled 



PART-TIME 
XPass XFail 

100 0 



Withdrew 
0 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUHULATIVE DATA 

Reaediat. Reaediat. Resediat. 1 Reaediat. Reaediat. Reaediat. 
Not Needed Coaplet ed Not Coapleted ' Not Needed Coapleted Not Coapletc 



TOTAL # 


3802 


621 


83 








# RETURNED S r R.'86 (!) 


3256( 85 


.6) 542( 87.2) 


35( 42.1)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


14.7 


13.5 


12.8 


58.3 


51.7 


46.w 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


14.0 


12.5 


11.4 


56.2 


48.8 


41.6 


MEAN GPA 


2.7 


2.2 


2.0 


2.7 


2.3 


2.0 


X GPA > 2.0 


83 


67 


60 


86 


68 


46 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


71 


58 


25 


74 


59 


19 



8. Performance of fuil-ttae students in first college-level course in skill *rea (through Spring 
*86): Reaediat. Reaediat. 



Not Needed Coapleted 



# ENROLLED 
X PASS 



2647 
93 



621 
92 



NOTESl 

^Criterion for completion (second * third groups) is enrollaent in English 101, whether or 
not a student enrolled in reaediation. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITi TIQNAL PROFILE 

EFFEcnvEfifssuEPflirr — 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE Rutgers-M. Bruns wick 
BASIC SKILL ARE A Algebr a 
AREA NUMBER 3 of 3 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 4486 PART-TIME 138 



2. Students tested (and % of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# % 
4279 95.3 



PART-TIME 
# % 
24 17.3 



3. Students needing remediation 
(% of those tested): 



FULL-TIME 
# % 
737 17.2 



PART-TIME 

# % 
21 87.5 



4. students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer '84 to Spring 
'86 [% of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
# % t 
395 53.5 9 42.8 

t>. Course enrollment 'any semester from Summer '84 to Spring *8b) and outcomes for final level of 
^mediation: 



FULL-TIME 




PART-TIME 




#Enruiled SPass %Fail Withdrew 


! #En rolled 


SPass %Fai 1 


^Withdrew 


395 75 20 5 


6 


83 0 


17 



7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on spring *8b data): 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Compl eted Not Completed 



TOTAL # 


3751 


298 


439 








# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 


3225( 


£5.9) 261( 87.5) 


331(75.3)' 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 


14.7 


13.2 


13.7 


58.3 


49.6 


53.0 


MEAN CREDITS EARNED 


14.0 


12.7 


12.6 


56.2 


47.0 


50.4 


MEAN GPA 


2.7 


2.4 


2.4 


2.7 


2.4 


2.4 


* GPA > 2.0 


82 


72 


73 


85 


75 


77 


X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


71 


63 


5S 


73 


66 


58 



CUMULATIVE DATA 
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



8. Performance of full-*ime students in first coi 1 ge-levei course in skill area (through Spring 

'86): nedia* RomoHiat 



# ENROLLED 
% PASS 



^ed i a 
Noc Needeu 

642 
70 



Remediat. 
Completed 

220 
56 



JJOTEsT 



Throughout: Elementary & Intermediate Algebra combined. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



COLLEGE RUTGERS- NEW BRUNSWICK 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified): 

Reading: RC 167 with SATV 460; or RC 170 with SATV 410 



Writing: Combined total of RC and SS raw scores plus first digit SATV 89 (85 
at Livingston College); SATV 410 and SATM 430 (unless RC > 172 or 
SS > 174); SATV 390 (unless RC > 176 or SS > 177) 

Computation: (no computation course) 

Elementary Algebra: EA 161 with MC 167; or EA 171 with in-huuse test 12 



4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 55 52 

Writing: 92 81 

Computation: 

Elementary Algebra: 62 41 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation v,ho were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course n the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 







% 


U 


% 


Reading: 


296 


38.5 


2 


18.1 


Writing: 


38 


5.3 


0 


0.0 


Computation: 










Elementary Algebra: 


276 


37.4 


3 


14.2 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE NJIT 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SgTTTARE A Reading* 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 of 3 ' 



O 
I 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME SOS PART-TIME _2_ 

2. Students tested (and 1 of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted in II above): II f I 

505 1OO.0 2 100.0 

3. Students needing reflation FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
(* of those tested): # I IX 

60 11.8 0 0.0 

4. Students enroNed In appropriate reaediai courses -i any semester from Suoner "84 to Spring 
•86 11 of thsse identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

f I I I 

60 100.0 0.0 

5. Course enrol iment (any semester from Summer '34 to Spring '65) and out cooes for final level of 
remediation: 

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME 

#En rolled IPass IFail Withdrew ' /enrolled IPass IFail IWithdrew 



6. Pre- and post-test results for reaediai courses In skill area. 

7. Four-semester follow up of fuli-tice students (base* on Spring '86 data): 

TERH OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 1 Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Hot Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Completed 



TOTAL § 

§ RETURNEO SPR.'86 (I) 

HEAM CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 

MEAN CREOITS EARNED 

MEAN GPA 

I GPA > 2.0 

I SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 



8. Performance of full-time students In first college-It^ci course fn skill area (through Spring 
'86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Needed Completed 

f ENROLLEO 
1 PASS 



KDTE57 



*A11 these students were required to take writing. Remedial reading instruction was embedded 
in a sequence whose final level was remedial writing. Thus, outcomes for the reading component 
cannot be isolated (and therefore remedial course and follow-up data as submitted were not used In 
this study (refer to institutional profile). 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE NJIT 

OE PART) IE NT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SRTLT~A"REA Writing 

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUM8ER 2 o f 3 

1. Student.; required to be tested: FULL-TIME 505 PART-TIME _2_ 

2. Students tested (and I of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
those counted In #1 above): f I fx 

505 100.0 2 100.0 

37TId dents needing remediation- PULL-TIME PART-TIME 

U of those tested): # I IX 

124 24.5 0 0.0 

4. Students enrolled Tn appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer '84 to Spring 
•86 (I f those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
II / X 

124 100.0 0.0 

5. Course enrollment ( any semester from Suoaer 'M4 to spring 8b) and outcomes for final level of 
r eradiation: — 



FULL-TIME 

/Enrolled IPass XFall Withdrew 



PART-TIME 

/Enrolled IPass IFail ..Withdrew 



124 86.3 1.6 0 

b. Pre- and post-test results for reaediai courses in skin area: No post-test da v a. 

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring "bb $ata): 

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) * CUMULATIVE OATA 

Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 1 Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 
Hot Needed Completed Not Completed ' Not Needed Completed Not Coap1e;< 



TOTAL 1 


331 


107 


17 








1 RETURNEO SPR/86 (I) 


276( 72.4) 


77( 71.9) 


4( 23.5) ' 








MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 


15.7 


15.4 


16.0 


64.6 


55.8 


63.1 


MEAH CREOITS EARNlO 


12.7 


11.4 


15.0 


55.9 


45.4 


56.1 


MEAT GPA 


2.53 


2.26 


3.55 


2.57 


2.29 


3.10 


I GPA > 2.0 


80.7 


72.2 


100 


81.9 


68.8 


100 


I rUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 


58 


52 


24 


59 


50 


24 



8. Performance of ToTT^Twc students tn firsT conege-ieveT course In skill area Tlhrough spring 
'86): Remediat. Remediat. 

Not Heeded Completed 



f ENROLLEO 199 79 

I PASS 90.5 84.8 



kOTEST 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 
DEPARfMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 



1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 



EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



COLLEGE NJIT 

BASIC SKILL AREA Algebra* 
AREA NUMBER 3 oTa 



1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 505 PART-TIME _2_ 



2. Students tested (and % of 
those counted in #1 above): 



FULL-TIME 
# % 
505 100.0 



T. Students needing remediation FUIL-TIME 
(% of those tested): # % 



PART-TIME 
# % 
2 100.0 



WftT-TIME 

# % 



4. students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer '84 to Spring 
'86 {% of those identified in #3 above): 

FULL-TIME^ PART-TIME 

# % if % 



b. course enrollment (any semester from suimer '64 to Spring 'bbj and outcomes tor final level of 

remediation: 

FULL-TIME 



#Enrolled SPass SFail Withdrew 



PART-TIME 

#Enrol1ed SPass %Fai 1 %Wi thdrew 



¥. Hre- and post-test results tor remedial courses in skill area: 

L Four-semester follow up of tull-time students (based on spring 'db data): 



TERM DATA (SPRING '86) 




CUMULATIVE 


DATA 


Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. 


1 Remediat. 


Remediat. 


Remediat. 


Not Needed Completed Net Completed 


'Not Needed 


Completed 


Not Completed 


TOTAL # 








# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 








MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 








MEAN CREDITS EARNED 








MEAN GPA 








% GPA > 2.0 








% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 









'86): 



Remediat. 
Not Needod 



Remediat. 
Completed 



# ENROLLED 
X PASS 



MUTEST" 



*The bulk of data submitted pertain to courses which included advanced algebra up through 
pre-calculus; thus these data were not reviewed and do not appear here. Only approximately 6 
students took a remedial course that treated some lower-level algebra topics. 
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLECE NUT 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

3984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE 
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT 
(Fall 1984 Cohort) 



3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation {NJCBSPT unless otherwise 
specified); 



Reading: RC 165, SATRC 40 



Writing: RC greater > 165, Essay 7, C 165, SATV 400, SATRC > 40, TSWE 40 



Computation: (no computation course offered) 



Elementary Algebra: (not applicable) 



4a. Percent of students identified for remed. .*on who had enrolled in appropriate remedial 
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters): 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 

Reading: 100 .i-0) 

Writing: 100 (n-0) 

Computation: — — 

Elementary Algebra: — — 



4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not 
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area: 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME 
H % H % 

Reading: 0 0.0 

Writing: 0 0.0 

Computation: — — 

Elementary Algebra: — — 
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NEW JERSEY INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 



<WE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY) 
IN READING. WRITING, HATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 
FALL »984 COHORT 



CUMULATIVE OATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986 



Naat of Court* 1 


Total No. 
Enrol lad 
!n Court* 


N«M of T«t 
Adalnl i tar ad 


Section 
Adalnl stared 


Mlnlmim Score 

nooOoa TO 1/eTer— 

nine Proficiency 2 


N? 


PRE -TEST 


POST-TEST 


Percent Students 
Attaining Mln, 
Level on Post-test 4 


Mean 


Standard 
Oevlatlon 


Mean 


Standard 
Oevlatlon 
























Enq. 098-099 


60 


Standard 
Task Test 


Form A 


40 


33 


17.6 


16.2 


37.2 


17.6 


54.5 


























































i 
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ADDITIONAL NJCBSPT PUBLICATIONS AND RELATED REPORTS* 



FUTURES; Making High School Count. New Jersey Basic Skills Council, 1987. 
Student Information Bulletin 1989. 

Interpreting Scores on the New Jersey ^ollege Basic Skills Placement Test. 
Interpreting Mathematics Scores on the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test. 
Scoring the Essays. 

Teaching Reading & Writing. Observations derived from results of the New Jersey College 
Basic Skills Placement Test. New J^ r sey Pasic Skills Council, 1984. 

Report on the Character of Remedial Programs in New Jersey Public Colleges and 
Universities, Fall 1984. New Jersey Basic Skills Council, 1985. 

Report on the Effectheness of Remedial Programs in New Jersey Public Colleges and 
Universities, Fall 1983 - Spring 1985. New Jersey Basic Skills Council, 1986. 

Report on the Results of the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Testing, Fall 1988 
Entering Freslunen. New Jersey Basic Skills Council, 1989. 



* Publications and repc available from the Basic Skills Assessment Program, New 

Jersey Department of h : Education, 20 West Stale Street, CN 542, Trenton, NJ 
08625. 



